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The New King’s Counsel. 

A SUPPLEMENTARY list of appointments of King’s Counsel 
has been issued. The following are the names and dates of call 
to the bar of the gentlemen now appointed:—Mr. WALTER 
Baker Ciopg, North Eastern Circuit and Parliamentary Bar, 
1881; Mr. Davin Catper Leck, North Eastern Circuit, 1884 ; 
Mr. Warp Conpripce, Chancery Bar, 1892; and Mr. 
ALEXANDER ADAIR Rocug, North Eastern Circuit, 1896. 


The Effect of Finance Resolutions. 

THE CLAIM made by the plaintiff in Bowles v. Bank of England 
(reported elsewhere) was primd facie undeniable. He was, in 
June last entitled to a sum of Consols, and money to pay 
the dividend due on the lst of July had been provided by the 
Treasury. At that time the House of Commons had, in the 
ordinary course, agreed to a resolution for imposing income tax at 
the rate of ls. od in the £, but no Act in pursuance of the 
resolution had been passed. The income tax is, in theory, a 
temporary tax, and the theory is correct in practice in the sense 
that the statutory authority for the tax is annual only, and 
requires to be renewed from year to year. Thus, on the 1st}of July 
there was no income tax leviable. The bank, however, made 
the usual deduction from Mr. Bowles’ dividend, and he succeeded 
in obtaining an order for payment of the amount deducted into 
court, pending a decision as to the legality of the deduction. As 
we have intimated, the deduction was primé facie illegal, and so 
Parker, J., held. The Bill of Rights (1 Will. & M., sess, 2, c. 2) 
is still on the statute book, and enacts that “levying money 
for or to the use of the Crown, by pretence of prerogative, 
without grant of Parliament for longer time or in any other 
manner than the same is or shall be granted, ‘is illegal.” The 
resolution of the House of Commons cannot take the place of a 
statute, and hence, during the period in each year between the 
5th of April, when the previous statute expires, and the passing 
of the new Finance Act, there is no income tax in existence, an 
the Bank of England have no legal authority for making any 
deduction from dividends on account of income tax. Mr. Justice 
PARKER treated all this as being—as, indeed, it is—too clear for 
argument, 
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Taxation by Implication. 

THE ONLY question really calling for consideration is whether 
the Acts which have been pissed from time to time to provide 
for the continuity of the machinery for assessing and collecting 
income tax have, by implication, authorized the levying of the 
tax before it is, infact, imposed. But though we gather that this 
theory of taxation by implication was strongly argued by the 
Crown counsel, and though it was carefully considered by 
PARKER, J., in his judgment, it is clearly unsound. The Customs 
and Inland Revenue Act, 1890, which is now the statute in force, 
provides, by section 30, that in order to ensure the collection in 
due time of any duties of income tax which may be granted for 
any year commencing on the 6th of April, the statutory pro- 
visions of the previous year shall have effect with regard to the 
duties of income tax which miy be granted in the same manner 
as if the duties had been actually granted. It was contended 
for the Crown that this authorized the collection of income tax 
at the rate of the previous year, at least provisionally ; but, 
of course, the provisional collection of a tax is an absurdity. No 
machinery exists for refunding if it turns out that there is no 
tax or a tax ata lower rate, and, indeed, a tax must either be 
imposed or not. Moreover, taxes are not imposed by implication. 
The words of a taxing statute must be clear. It is perfectly 
competent for Parliament to provide that, until altered, the tax 
shall continue to be leviable; but then it ceases to be an annual 
tax and becomes permanent. This has not been the nature of 
income tax hitherto, and the Act of 1890 can receive a sufficient 
and quite intelligible construction without making it a taxing 
statute. As PARKER, J., held, it keeps alive the machinery of 
the Income Tax Acts for the purposes of all the preliminary work 
necessary for the collection of any income tax which may be 
imposed during the financial year; it does not authorize any 
assessment or collection of a tax not yet imposed by Parliament, 


The Bank’s Right of Indemnity. 

THE WHOLE matter is, of course, more of theoretical than 
practical interest. There is no political question involved, 
for the collection of taxes on the authority of a finance 
resolution has been effected under the administration of both 
parties for many years. The moral is that Inland Revenue 
officials and those who, like the Bank of England, act at their 
direction or request, must, if they wish to avoid being taken to 
task, keep within the letter of the law. It is quite easy to 
regularize the mode of collecting income tax which has hitherto 
prevailed, and the Chancellor of the Exchequer has lost no time in 
saying that this will bedone. The practical result appears to lie 
in the learned judge’s order that the Bank of England shall pay 
the plaintiff's costs. ‘This apparently was the necessary result of 
the course taken by the bank in making an illegal deduction 
from the plaintiff's dividend. Whether the bank will leave the 
matter there we do not know. It may not be worth its while 
to trouble about it. But an ordinary litigant who had 
been misled into an illegal act by the instigation of a third 
party would probably look about for a means of indemnifying 
himself. Authority for indemnity under somewhat similar circum- 
stances is to be found in the principle thai “ where an act has 
been done by the plaintiff, at the express direction of the 
defendant, which occasions an injury to the rights of third 
persons, yet if such an act is not apparently illegal in itself, but 
is done honestly and bond fide in compliance with the 
defendant's directions, he shall be bound to indemnify the 
= against the consequences thereof” (Zoplis v. Grane, 5 

ing. N. C. 636). This wasappliedin Dugdale v. Lovering (L. R. 
10 C.P. 196), and more recently in Sheffield Corporation v. 
Barclay (1905, A.C. 392), where the corporation were held to 
be entitled to indemnity against a bank for acting on 
a forged transfer of their stock sent to them in good faith by 
the bank. The same rule was applied, in Bank of England v. 
Cutler (1908, 2 K. B. 208), against a stockbroker who had 
mistakenly identified the wrong person as the person entitled 
to transfer stock ; and it was one of the grounds on which the 
claimant against the insurance fund under the Land Transfer 
Acts was refused redress in Altorney-General v. Odell (1908, 2 
Ch. 47). He had himself put forward a forged transfer of a 





registered charge, and had requested the registrar to act on it. 
In the present case it is a hardship to the bank to be burdened 
with costs through having complied with the directions of the 
Inland Revenue, and unless their conduct can, under the cir- 
cumstances, be said to have been “apparently illegal,” it would 
seem that the real responsibility is on the Crown. 






Liability of Solicitor for Fraud by Managing Cierk. 


THE decision of the House of Lords last July, in the case 
of Lloyd v. Grace, Smith, & Co. (56 SoLicittors’ JOURNAL, 
723), to which we have already referred (56 SoLicrrors’ 
JOURNAL, 698), may cause some anxiety to firms of solicitors 
who have been in the habit of intrusting their conveyancing work 
to a managing clerk, witi: little or no supervision. The facts, it 
may be remembered, were that the plaintiff, a widow, was the 
owner of two cottages, and a sum of money secured on a mort- 
gage. Having become dissatisfied with the income derived from 
her property, she went to the office of the defendant, the sole 
representative of a firm of solicitors of long standing and high 
repute, and there saw their managing clerk, who conducted the 
conveyancing work of the firm without supervision. The clerk 
was unknown to her, and she believed him to be a member of 
the firm. He induced her to give him instructions to sell the 
cottages and call in the mortgage money, and for that pur- 
pose to give him her deeds, and to sign documents which were, in 
fact, a conveyance to him of the cottages and a transfer to him 
of the mortgage. He then dishonestly disposed of the property 
for his own benefit. The House, reversing the decision of the 
Court of Appeal, held that the defendants were responsible for 
the fraud of the clerk while carrying through a business within 
his delegated powers. The effect of this decision is to increase 
the liability of a solicitor for the fraud of his agent in a business 
which is often divided into several departments, and is in other 
respects so extensive and varied that it is impossible for the 
principal to follow it closely in all its details. But although a 
solicitor cannot find time to acquaint himself with ali the business 
which comes into his office, we believe that it is the custom for the 
members of many firms to inspect every morning all the letters 
which arrive through the post. This inspection may possibly 
lead to the discovery of irregularities, and will generally be 
regarded with apprehension by wrongdoers. ‘The modern 
practice of transacting business by telephone may, to some 
extent, interfere with the advantage to be derived from a 
perusal of letters, but a note of all business transacted by tele-§ 
phone should be required. And in any case, as observed by 
Lord MACNAGHTEN in Lloyd v. Grace, Smith, & Co., you can 
insure the honesty of the person you employ in a confidential 
situation, or you can make your confidential agent obtain a/ 
fidelity policy. ; 






































The Incidence of Tithe Rent-charge. 





AN ATTEMPT was made, in 7'uff v. Drapers Company (reported © 





elsewhere), to induce the Court of Appeal to overrule the decision § 
of CHANNELL, J., in Lualow v. Pike (1904, 1 K. B. 531), and to 
hold that provisions in a lease enabling a landlord to throw the 
tithe rent-charge on to the rent are legal, notwithstanding the 
provision of section 1 of the Tithe Act, 1891. Weare not aware 
that it has ever been suggested that Ludlow v. Pike was wrong, 
and the attempt failed, but not without securing a dissentient 
judgment of Bucktey, L.J., in its favour. Previously to the 
Act of 1891 the tithe owner could recover the charge by 
distress on the goods of the tenant, and the tenant could deduct 
the amount paid by him from his rent. The right of deduction 
was given by the Tithe Act, 1836, s. 80, but that section did not 
forbid contracting out, and the landlord was, therefore, able to 
throw the burden on to the tenant. Then the Act of 1891 
provided that tithe rent-charge “shall be payable by the owner of 
the lands, notwithstanding any contract between him and the 
occupier of such lands, and any contract made between an 
occupier and owner of lands, after the passing of this Act, for the 
ng of the tithe rent-charge by the occupier shall be void.” 

n Ludlow vy. Pike (supra), CHANNELL, J., held that this pro 
hibited the reservation of the amount of the rent-charge as at 
additional rent payable to the landlord. The effect of such & 
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reservation is to make the charge payable by the tenant, and this 
is opposed to the express provision of the Act. In the present 
case of Tuff v. Drapers Company it was argued that the statute 
was not concerned with the incidence of the charge, but only 
with the manner of its payment, and BucKLEY, L.J., assented to 
this view. The owner of the land must hand the money to the 
tithe owner, but as to its recovery from the tenant the 
Legislature, in his view, made no provision. Hence he considered 
that a reservation of the charge as additional rent, and a 
covenant to pay it, were enforceable. It is obvious, however, 
that this does not give due effect to the direction of the statute 
as tothe person by whom the charge is payable. If it were a mere 
matter of the hand to pay, it would have been quite needless to 
rohibit contracting out. The majority of the Court (VAUGHAN- 
VitttAMS and KENNEDY, L.J.) took the sufficiently obvious 
view that the Legislature was dealing with the incidence of the 
charge, and held that Ludlow v. Pike was rightly decided, and 
that the attempt to throw the incidence of the charge on the 
tenant could not be supported. 


Working Minerals Adjacent to Railways. 


THE RIGHTS of railway companies and neighbouring proprie- 
tors in respect of minerals have been the subject of frequent 
litigation. Primarily they depend on sections 77 to 85 of the 
Railways Clauses Act, 1845, the object of these sections being to 
exempt the company from purchasing at the same time the 
surface and the underlying minerals, and to leave the minerals to 
be dealt with when the mineral owner requires to work them. 
This course is to the advantage of both parties, since the company 
is saved the immediate outlay of the value of the minerals, and 
the mineral owner has that value determined, not when it is still 
problematical, but when the minerals are ready for working. 
The question of compensation arises as soon as the owner wishes 
to work within forty yards ofthe line. On notice of his desire 


being given to the company, it must elect whether to purchase 
the minerals or not. If it elects to purchase, the price is determined 
in the usual way ; if otherwise, then the owner can work the 
minerals without leaving support. But this applies only to minerals 


within the forty yards limit. In the case of Howley Park 
London & North Western Railway. Co. (reported 
elsewhere) decided last week by the House of Lords, the question 
arose as to the right of the company to support from minerals 
beyond this limit. In general, the working of minerals beyond the 
limit cannot endanger the railway ; but in the particular circum- 
stances of the present case it could, and the company sought an in- 
junct'on to prevent the working on the ground that it interfered 
with its common lawright of support from the adjoining land. Ever, 
J., held that the mining sections of the Railways Clauses Act, 1845, 
deprive the railway of the right of support beyond, as well as within, 
the forty yards limit. But, as we pointed out at the time (54 
SoLicitors’ JOURNAL, 595), the statute is silent as to anything 
beyond the limit, and the natural result is that the common law 
right of support is not affected. Accordingly, the Court of 
Apveal (1911, 2 Ch. 97), and now the House of Lords, have held 
that the railway company is entitled to an injuction restraining 
the owners from working the minerals beyond the forty yards, so 
as to withdraw vertical or lateral support from the land of the 
company. 


Seale Fee in Mortgages. 


AN INTERESTING decision on the application of the scale fee to 
equitable mortgages has been given by ParKER, J., in Re Baker 
(1912, 2 Ch. 405). Under clause 2 (a) of the General Order 
under the Solicitors’ Remuneration Act, 1881, the scale fee of 
Schedule I., Part 1, is to apply in respect of “mortgages com- 
pleted.” The scale provides for fees to the mortgagor's and 
mortgagee’s solicitors in respect of the title to the property and 
the completion of the security, and also to the mortgagee’s 
solicitor for negotiating the “loan”; but this last word does not 
extend the application of the scale. It does not apply to a loan 
without security. 
stituting a specific charge on property, either real or personal : 
fe Furber (1898, 2 Ch. 538). Moreover, the scale fee does not 
apply unless the work in respect of which it is given has 
been substantially done : Re Lacey & Son (25 Ch. D. 301° ; Wellby 





There must be a mortgage of some kind con- | 





v. Still (1895, 1 Ch. 524). In Re Baker (supra) it was contended 
that it did not apply to an equitable mortgage, or where the 
transaction is not completed by the immediate advance of the 
money. A solicitor had been employed on behalf of the mort- 
gagor and the mortgagees (a bank) to effect a loan of £3,000 on 
deposit of titie deeds with a memorandum of charge. At the 
mortgagor’s suggestion the £3,000 was not advanced at once, 
but iv successive amounts extending over a period of about three 
months ; and the memorandum was not for a specific amount, 
but was the usual bank charge to cover all moneys due on the 
customer’s account. In Re Bircham (1895, 2 Ch. 786) it was 
suggested that a mortgage to secure future advances was not a 
completed mortgage so as to attract the scale fee, but PARKER, J., 
held that the present case was not within this objection. The 
scale fee applies as much to equitable as to legal mortgages, and 
where there is an agreement for a specific advance the client 
cannot avoid the scale fee by electing to take the money in 
successive sums. Moreover, the learned judge held that the 
substance of the transaction must be looked at, and the arrange- 
ment was for the advance of a specific sum, notwithstanding the 
form of charge. Hence the scale fee was applicable. 


Right to Enter Building Let in Separate Floors. 


THE CASE of Brindliss v. Beers (129 N. Y. 8, 222) contains a 
rather interesting exposition of the New York law regulating 
the rights of occupiers of flats, which may offer a hint to English 
owners and occupiers of flats. A debt collector went to an 
apartment house in the city of New York to collect the amount 
of a bill from a tenant. The doorkeeper, upon being informed 
what he wanted, told him to go downstairs and make the col- 
lection by means of a dumb-waiter according to a rule established 
by the landlord. The debt collector refused, and attempted 
forcibly to pass the doorkeeper, who thereupon seized him and 
ejected him from the building. In an action brought by him 
against the landlord for damages, the Supreme Court of New 
York decided that the doorkeeper was doing nothing more than 
his duty, and that the debt collector had no right of action. 
There was no evidence that the tenant had either expressly or 
impliedly invited the plaintiff to enter the building, contrary to 
the rule established by the landlord. The plaintiff, before the 
alleged assault was committed, had been informed that he could 
not deliver goods or collect bills except by means of the dumb- 
waiter, which was in the basement. This was a rule which had 
been established by the !andlord, and was a reasonable one 
and satisfactory to the tenant. It certainly was one which, so 
far as the plaintiff was concerned, the defendant had a right to 
make ; and when the plaintiff attempted to force his way into the 
building, the defendant had a right to prevent his doing so, 
using force sufficient for that’ purpose. The particular case 
seems to be free from difficulty, but points of some nicety 
may arise as to how far regulations such as those in question 
may interfere with the execution of civil process. 








Execution of Trusts for Sale. 


In the absence of express authority to the contrary, every 
trust for sale implies three conditions. The first is that the 
trustees shall use all reasonable diligence to obtain the best 
price for the trust property; the second, that they shall 
exercise equal and fair regard to the interests of all parties con- 
cerned in the execution of the trust : Ord v. Noel (5 Madd. 438) ; 
and the third that they shall receive the consideration for any 
sale in a gross sum : /ietd v. Shergold (10 Ves. 370, 381); Payne 
v. The Cork Co., Ltd. (1900, 1 Ch. 308, 314). 

As to the first of these principles, a trustee, on proposing to 
sell, ought to ascertain the value of the trust property. He may 
incur the expense of a valuation for the purpose of informing him- 
self of this value, but even then he has to exercise his own judg- 
ment (5 Ves. 680, 681). Evidently,in the end, he, like other vendors, 
will have to be guided by what the property will fetch—the prac- 
tical proof of value ; still that does not excuse him from forming his 
own appraisement at the beginning of any negotiations, or 
proceedings, for a sale. Apparently it was on this ground—- 
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the necessity of exercising judgment—that Mr. Dart held the 
opinion that a trustee was not justified in agreeing to sell trust 
property ata price to be fixed by valuation or in any other 
manner (Dart, V. & P. 5th ed. p. 79). And it has been thought 
too clear for argument that a trustee for sale cannot, without 
express authority, bind himself, or those who may succeed him 
in the trust, to sell for a specified price at a future date without 
exercising at that date any judgment whether the transaction 
at such price is, or is not, then beneficial : Clay v. Rufford (5 De 
G. & Sm. 768, 780). 

Another consequence is that it behoves a trustee to pro- 
mote competition among rival bidders for the trust pro- 
perty, so that he may obtain the best price. Consequently, 
if he elects to sell by public auction, he must previously 
invite such competition by giving proper notice of the date, 
place, and order of the sale by advertisement and other 
usual means; and, as Leacn, V.C., decided, he cannot at the 
auction revise the allotments advertised—not having invited 
competition in that new mode of sale—so as, for instance, to 
sell an estate, advertised to be sold in lots, in one lot : Ord v. Noel 
(5 Madd. 438,441). Yet, if he elects to sell by private contract, 
CAMPBELL, L.C., held that the fact that he does not promote 
competition by asking one of two bidders to bid higher before he 
closes with his rival, is not by itself a ground for setting aside or 
cancelling the contract : Harper v. Hayes (2 De G.F. & J., 542). 

In a depressed state of the market, the question whether, 
under a simple trust for sale, the first implied condition we have 
mentioned allows a trustee to sell without reserve, or at an upset 
price, becomes of more practical interest than usual. Now the 
purpose of a reserved bidding is not necessarily to screw up 
bidders to the highest point, but to prevent the property selling 
at an inadequate price; and a proper reserve is clearly con- 
ducive to effect the implied injunction of the settlor or testator 
to use all reasonable diligence in obtaining the best price. In 
confirmation of this view, it may be observed that the common 
conditions of sale, upon a sale directed by the court, provide for a 
reserved bidding ; that a case in which an infant’s estate was 
submitted without a reserved bidding was most strongly con- 
demned : Cutts v. Salmon (16 Jur. 523); and that it is clear, from 
judicial advice given by Romitiy, M.R., that authority to fix a 
suitable reserved bidding is incident to a trust for sale: /’e Peyton’s 
Settlement (8 Jur., N.S. 453). Moreover, as to an upset price, it 
is not provident to make a gratuitous disclosure of a vendor's 
appraisement, and such a course does not tend to encourage com- 
petition by bidders who have formed other estimates of value. 
In general, it would seem that a trustee who proposes to sell 
real estate or the more important kinds of personal property 
with an upset price, or without a reserved bidding, will fail in 
carrying out his duty to use all proper precautions to effect an 
advantageous sale in the manner most beneficial to the cestui que 
trust ; and if he adopts either course under circumstances of haste 
or improvidence, or with a view to advance the particular 
purposes of one interested party, his offence against the law of 
trusts will be still clearer: see Ord vy. Noel (ubi sup.).; 

In exercising the necessary diligence to obtain the best price, 
a trustee has always, however, to bear in mind that a bidder 
may resile either on second thoughts, or from temper or pique. 
And in such case a trustee is at this further disadvantage, that | 
if he has refused an offer, and the property is subsequently | 
sold, whether by public auction or private treaty, for a smaller 
sum, he, having lost the opportunity of° selling for the | 
greater sum, will be liable to the cestuis que trust for the | 
deficiency: Taylor v. Tabrum (6 Sim. 281). Hence, where | 
trustees who were directed to sell a mill as soon as conveniently | 
might be—which is what every trustee has to do in the absence 
of other direction—refused, by direction of one of the parties 
interested, an offer made after an abortive auction of £6,600, 
and five years after sold the mill for £3,600, Sir LANCELOT 
SHADWELL, V.C., while giving them their costs because their 
conduct had not been wilful or perverse, charged them with the 
loss of £3,000: Taylor v. Tabrum (ubi sup.). And asale of a 
policy of life assurance for a price which, at the time of sale, 
seemed to be beneficial to the cestwi que trust, was upheld by Sir 
Joun Leacu, M.R., although, as it eventually proved, the sale 





was prejudicial to the cestui que frust’s interests : Hanchett v. Smith 
(1 L. J. N.S., Ch. 218). In a word, there is a gulf between 


diligence and speculation: no simple trust imports, much less 
encourages, the latter; it is left to settlors and testators to 
introduce that element by clear and unambiguous expression. 








The Eyre of Kent. 


Tue present volume* continues the extremely interesting work 
undertaken by the Selden Society in editing the records of the Eyre 
of Kent held in 1313-14. A general account of the eyre was given in 
the introduction to the first volume, and that volume, which we have 
already noticed (55 Soticrrors’ JOURNAL, p. 362), contained reports 
of the Pleas of the Crown, and of the quasi-criminal cases falling 
under the heads Attaint and Trespass. This volume commences the 
reports of civil actions, taking them under titles alphabetically from 
“ Account” to “ Mesne,” the remaining titles being reserved for a 
third volume. Professor MaITLANp’s transcript and Mr. VERNON 
Harcourt’s collations with other MSS., of which an account was 
given in the preface to Vol. L, have still been used in the production 
of this volume, but Mr. BonLanp has had to make further transcripts 
and collations in order to give the work the completeness on which 
the Council of the Selden Society decided ; and the revision of the 
whole text, the translation, notes, indexes, and introduction are his 
work. The task which has thus, by the prematureand unfortunate 
death of his colleagues, fallen on him alone, he has discharged in a 
manner worthy of them and of the objects of the society. 

In the introduction, Mr. BotLanp calls attention to some of the 
more interesting cases, but these we can defer for the present. He 
also notes the fact that at the Eyre there were two forms of pro- 
cedure—by bill and by writ. The former procedure, he says, has 
long been extinct, and it continued for so short a time that all 
memory of it seems to have been lost for centuries. It was essen- 
tially a procedure for poor suitors who could not afford legal assist- 
ance. They had to put their complaint into writing, but this was 
all the formality required, and justice was done on the suitor’s 
complaint without troubling about the technicalities which might 
upset a writ. The procedure, indeed, anticipated the efforts of 
modern reformers. The bill did no more than state the facts, and 
the court found the remedy. Mr. Bottanp sums up his researches 
on the subject as follows :—The bills “are largely used by very poor 
people. No rules as to form affect them, so that, no expert knowledge 
being necessary, they can be framed and presented by anyone who 
can write or get another to write for him. There is no evidence that 
any fee was payable on the presentation of a bill, as it was on the 
purchasing of a writ, but there is conclusive evidence that the way 
of the very poor man to the ear of the King’s justices was made 
easy for him.” Mr. Bo.Lanp finds in these bills the beginning of 
equitable jurisdiction, and it may be that the procedure shews the 
readiness to override the technical harshness of the common law, 
which was one of the foundations of equity ; but it is a long way 
from the Eyre of Kent to the equitable jurisdiction of the Court of 
Chancery. 

Another matter which Mr. BoLianp investigates in the introduc- 
tion is the authorship of the Year Books. Who wrote them and how 
did they come to be written? Mr. Pike, who has done so much 
work in editing these repurts, thinks they were compiled by clerks of 
the court ; not, indeed, as such, but unofficially, and as an incident 
in their work of keeping the formal records of the court. Other 
authorities— Professor MAITLAND and Sir FrepertcK PoLLock—have 
seen in them the work of apprentices of the court and law students. 
Mr. BoLtanp sets up a theory of his own, and attributes them to a 
commercial origin. Precedents were as much a practical necessity then 
as now, and it paid to preserve notes of cases which the court had 
decided. Hence persons were employed to take notes, and these were 
afterwards transcribed by copyists and sold just as = 
reports are sold now. “ Some medizval capitalist, possibly a syndicate 
of serjeants—for serjeants need law reports above other men—see 
their way to a profitable investment of capital. They will engage one 
or two of the juniors of the court to take notes, to jot down on odd 


| scraps of parchment just such facts as will explain why counsel in a 


particular case thought it worth while to venture upon the sugges- 
tion of this or that plea, trying to discover with what favour or 
disfavour the justices viewed it, before committing themselves to the 


| irrevocable averment ; noting what pleas in the end were successful 


and what were unsuccessful and why.” And Mr. BoLLAND traces in 
imagination—for we gather it is little else—the multiplication of the 
reports thus"taken, and he accounts for the clean appearance of copies 

* Selden Society. Year Books of Edward II., Vol. VII. The Eyre of Kent, 6 and 7 
Edward II., A.D. 1313-1314. Vol. IL. Edited for the Selden Society by William Craddock 
Bolland, Barrister-at-Law ; the late Frederic William Maitland, Downing Professor of the 
Laws of England, Cambridge, and the late Leveson William Vernon Harcourt, Barrister- 
at-Law. Bernard Quaritch, 
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et 
which have survived—without correction of obvious errors or addi- 
tion of current notes—by the fact that they were ‘‘ remainders, copies 
which our medieval law publisher had not been able to sell.” It 
may be so, but we seem to be as uncertain as ever of the actual origin 
of the Year Books, though, from the facsimile of a part of the original 
of the records of the Eyre of Kent, printed as a frontispiece to this 
volume, it is easy to appreciate the difficulty of reading them, and 
the labour which Mr. Bottanp has undergone in the prosecution 
of his task. 

The actual reports here collected touch upon points both of 
practical and of historical interest. 


bound without being named as a party. The deed recites that | 


certain persons were added as sureties, and these persons, in fact, 
affixed their seals. The court held that they were bound. It 
appears from Scott v. {amon (p. 26) that a penal sum mentioned in 
a bond was already irrecoverable, and that the obligee was only 
entitled to the sum actually due. In Bereham v. Twytham (p. 29) a 
man about to marry covenanted to grant his mother-in-law a life 
interest in certain lands withina month of his marriage. He married, 
and she died within the month. It was held that he was not in 
default till the month was up, and her executors had no claim. The 
difficulties of proving a debt by tallies are pointed out in an anony 
mous case (p. 35):—“ Here what you proffer as a specialty is naught 
but a pc ths on which there is si a noved whereby you can 
support a claim, for here is naught but notches, and whether they 
stand for pence or marks or pounds no man can tell” ; and the tally 
could be easily altered. But this was only said in argument. It was 
answered that the counter tally could be produced, and the court 
seems to have thought the tally good evidence enough. In another 
anonymous case (p. 41) it was held that all the executors must join in 
suing for a testator’s debt, since, if one was omitted, he might have 
given a release. In Brown v. Anon (p. 43) the question is discussed 
whether executors could be bound without being named. It seems 
to have been held that they could not. The doctrine of the executors 
being included in the contracting party had not been discovered. 
Several cases are concerned with the liability of a husband for debts 
contracted by his wife while she was sole. In another anonymous case 
(p. 54) executors sued for a debt, but the will had been burnt ; it was 
held that the testament was not the will of the deceased, but only 
evidence of the will, and other evidence could be given. At page 84 
there is an interesting point as to the difference between joint 
tenants and co-parceners. A writ against co-parceners is abated if 
one dies—not against joint tenants ; “and the reason is that ina 
case of parcenry the estate of each tenant is changed by the accretion 
of his share of the estate of a parcener that dies, whereas in a 
case of joint feoffment, the estate of the tenants is not changed, 
seeing that each of them is tenant of the whole”; they are seised 
- mie and per tout—of nothing and of the whole. But at a 
ater time this doctrine of the accretion of a co-parcener’s share 
was dropped, and the share descended to the co-parcener’s heirs. 
— forbids our mentioning the cases of writs of entry 
which form a large part of the whole, and these, of course, are of 
only historical interest. But it may be noticed that an infant en 
ventre sa mére could be vouched to warranty, provided the next 
heir was vouched at the same time (p. 108) ; and a case of formedon 
in the reverter is given at p. 191; this was after the statute De 
Donis ; see Challis, Real Property, 3rd ed. pp. 84, 428. Altogether 
the volume is full of interest to the student of the history of English 
law, and it has been edited and printed in such a manner as to make 
study easy. 


Reviews. 
Company Law, 


Company PreceDENTS FoR Use IN RELATION TO CoMPANIES 
SUBJECT TO THE CoMPANIES (CONSOLIDATION) Act, 1908. WitH 
Corious Norges, AND AN APPENDIX CONTAINING ACTS AND 


Ruves. Exveventu Epirion. Part I. : Generat Forms, by Sir 
Francis Beaurort Patmer, Bencher of the Middle Temple, 
assisted by the Hon, Cuartes Macnacaren, K.C., and Epwarp 
Manson, Barrister-at-Law. £2. Part Il.; Wrnpinc-up Forms, 
by Sir Francis Beaurort PAtMer and Epwarp Manson. £1 14s. 


| 1862 (now section 192 of the Act of 1908) were preserved. 
| Francis Palmer has not yet become reconciled to this decision. 


In Buckland v. Leanore (p. 9) | 
the question arose whether a person who executed a deed could be | 


it was held that a sale of a company’s undertaking for partly paid 
shares in a new company was uwiltra vires, unless the rights of 
dissentient shareholders under section 161 of the Companies Act, 
Sir 
He 
refers to it as “ mischievous” (p. 1434), and argues in considerable 
| detail against it (pp. 1454-58) ; but the Court of Appeal has spoken, 
and there, for the present, the matter rests. In another place 
|(p. 511), in discussing the common form clanse in peanrtsome to of 
|association authorizing the sale of the undertaking, he says that 
the decision does not invalidate a sale under the clause for cash, but 
this is doubtful, unless the cash is to be applied to the purchase of 
| another business within the objects of the company. And, seeing 
that the powers in the memorandum are usually exerciseable by the 
| directors without reference to the shareholders, a sale of the under- 
taking ought, clearly, not to be permitted. More serviceable is 
the elaborate discussion at pp. 867 ef seg. of the mode in which 
profits are to be ascertained. The decision of the Honse of Lords in 
Dovey v. Cory (1901, A. C. 477) does not conclude the matter ; rather 
it leaves it open for further consideration when the occasion arises. 
Meanwhile, a perusal of these pages is very instructive both as to the 
decisions hitherto, and the manner in which accounts should be kept 
so as to shew whether, in fact, profits out of which a dividend is 
properly payable have been made. 

As regards articles of association it is still advisable for a company 
to have its own full articles, and Sir Francis Palmer’s form cannot 
readily be improved upon. He gives, also, a precedent of articles 
adopting Table A with alterations, but it is by no means a model of 
good arrangement, and, since it is often desired to save the expense of 
full articles, it would be a great advantage if a suitable form could be 
included ina future edition. This should make only such alterations 
in Table A as are really essential, and should be arranged under 
headings corresponding to those in Table A. The statement at p. 476, 
that no saving is effected by starting with a less capital than £2,000, 
seems to be erroneous ; it overlooks the 5s. ad valorem duty, and 
£100 capital should save £4 15s. But these are only indications that no 
book can do the practitioner’s work for him. The best of prece 
dents and dissertations require to be checked and supplemented by 
his own knowledge and skill. 

The volume on Winding-up has established a well-deserved 
reputation as a complete guide to the practice of the court in this 
department, and both in the forms themselves, and in the notes giving 
references to the Winding-up Rules, and expounding the law, the 
practitioner will find all the assistance he needs. At pp. 573 et seq. 
the leading cases on the law relating to contributories are set out in 
tabular form, and the chapter on Misfeasance and Breach of Trust— 
matters now governed by section 215 of the Companies Act, 1908— 
contains a carefully arranged statement of the principles on which 
the liability of directors and other persons is determined. But still 
more useful, perhaps, in actual practice is the part of the work 
dealing with debentures. In the preface Sir Francis Palmer calls 
attention to the decision in Re -anama, dc., Royal Mail Co. (5 Ch. 
App. 318) as being the real origin of the floating charge, and he 
emphasizes this again at p. 79, where he says that the case 
recognized clearly the validity gf a general charge on all the property 
of a company, both present and future, by way of floating security ; 








Part IIL. : Depentrures AND DeseNtuRE Stock, by Sir Francis 
Beaurort PALMER, assisted by Epwarp Manson and Roserr 
Morris, Barristers-at-Law. £1 6s. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 

These three volumes once more bring Sir Francis Palmer's | 


contribution to company law up to date. The last edition of the | 


arts I. and II. was oes in 1910, and since that date neither | Act; and it has been broug 


the Legislature nor the courts have been active in the making of | 
company law. The most interesting decision of recent years is | 


Bisgood v. Hendlerson’s Transvaal Estates (1908, 1 Ch. 743), in which | 


but, perhaps, for practical purposes the leading authority on the 
nature of a floating charge is now Government Stock, &c., Co. v. 
Manila Railway Co. (1897, A. C. 81), referred to at p. 82. The 
whole of chapter XI. on floating charges is instructive. The learned 
author is probably right when he says that he has good reason to 
believe that by far the greater part of the debentures and debenture 
stock securities now outstanding are framed in close accordance with 
his precedents ; and while his book is so adequately kept up to date 
this is likely to remain 80. 


Workmen’s Compensation. 


WorKMEN’s CoMPENSATION APPEALS, THE Case LAW FOR THE 
Lecan YEARS 1910-11 and 1911-12. By C, Y.C. Dawsary, M.A., 
Barrister-at-Law. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited), 8s. 


This is a useful statement of the effect of recent decisions under 
the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1906. The Act, as is well 
known, has produced an enormous amount of litigation, and there 
appears to be no cessation in the points arising under it which call 
for judicial determination. Mr. Dawbarn prints the sections of the 
Act, and collects the decisions under the sections to which they relate, 


| so that the book forms a guide to the latest interpretation of the 


ht up far enough to include a reference to 


the recent decisions in Costello vy. Kellsall and other cases decided at 


| the same time, though erroneously stated to be not yet reported 
(see 56 SoticrToRs’ JOURNAL, p. 720). 
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Highways. 


By H. Hampton Copna.i> 


Tue Law Retatinc to HicHways. 
Second Edition. 


Solicitor, Clerk of the Notts County Council. 

Charles Knight & Co. (Limited). 21s. 

The law of highways tends to grow in importance with the increase 
in the use of roads. In the present work, which now appears ina 
second edition, Mr. Copnall presents a methodical view of the whole 
subject, shewing how a highway is created, whatare the privat and 
public rights in respect of highways, the statutory and common-law 
provisions with respect to main roads, bridges, and public and private 
streets ; the liability for the repair of “highways; the statutory 
provisions with regard to extraordinary traffic ; the protection of 
rights of way and roadside wastes ; motor-car and cycle traffic ; and 
many other matters. This requires the examination and statement 
of a great mass of statute law as well as many cases, and Mr. Copnall 
has performed his task in a clear and ample manner. Possibly there 
are omissions. Thus, in the chapter on motor-cars (Ch. 38), we do 
not find any statement of the penalties provided for offences under 
the Motor Car Act, 1903; but any such omissions, we imagine, are 
few. The Appendix contains an epitome of the enactments relating to 
we The arrangement of the book is good, and increases its 
utility. 


Books of the Week. 


Oldfield’s 
OLDFIELD, 


Edition: 


Law of Copyright. Second 
Co: 


Copyright. 
Barrister-at-Law. Butterworth & 


By L. C. F. 
12s. 6d. 
Workmen’s Compensation.—Butterworth’s Workmen’s 
Compensation Cases. Vol. 5 (New Series). By Judge Rurce 
K.C., and Douctas KNnocxenr, Barrister-at-Law. Butterworth & Co, 

Public Health.—A Manual of Public Health Law. By 
Bertram Jacops, Barrister-at-Law. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 
7s. 6d. 


Death Duties. 
Death Duty Accounts. 
Edition. Effingham Wilson. 

Guide to Law.—Where to Look for your Law. 
October, 1912. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 


Income Tax.—Income Tax. By Tuomas C. Jarvis, Barrister- 
at-Law. Effingham Wilson ; Stevens & Sons (Limited). 6s. net. 


Secretaries’ Law.—Pitman’s Dictionary of Secretarial Law 
and Practice. Edited by Paitie Tovey, A.C.LS. Part 1, 128 pp., 
2s. 6d. net. Complete in Six Fortnightly Parts. Sir Isaac Pitman 
& Sons (Limited). 


Criminal Appeal.—Criminal 
Herman Couen, Barrister-at-Law. 
Haynes, 5s, net. 


CASES OF THE WEEK. 
House of Lords. 


HOWLEY PARK COAL AND CANNEL CO. v. LONDON AND 
NORTH-WESTERN RAILWAY CO. 29th and 3ist Oct. 


Mines—Rarm.way—Laterat Support rrom Mrnerats—Common Law 
Ricat to Suprport—Minerats Ovtsipe Forty Yarps—StTRATUM OF 
Coat uNpDER RatLway OwnepD sy CoMPANY. 


The Statutory Mining Code contained in sections 78 to 85 of the 
Railway Clauses Consolidation Act, 1845, has no application outside 
the limit of forty yards or other limit prescribed by the special Act. 

The respondent railway claimed that they were entitled to a common 
law right of support for their railway and works, which were con 
structed on lands acquired by purchase, from such portions of the 
vendor's remaining lands and mines and minerals thereunder as were 
situated outside the distance of 40 yards from the railway and works. 

Held, affirming decision of Court of Appeal (55 Soxicrrors’ JouRNAL, 
459; 1911, 2 Ch. 97) that the railway company were entitled to 
judgment as their common law right was unaffected by the Mining Code 
sections. 

Appeal by the Howley Park Coal and Cannel Co. against an order 
of the Court of Appeal made in an action in which the respondents 
were plaintiffs and the appellants defendants, which order discharged 
a judgment of Eve, J. Two seams of coal underlying an area of land, 
which included a tunnel at Morley, in Yorkshire, were demised to the 
defendants, and by the lease the other mines and minerals underlying 
the area were reserved to the owners,. Subsequently by an indenture 
which recited that the defendants had given to the railway company 
notice of their intention to work the mines lying under, adjoining and 
near the railway, and that the railway had required the same to be 


A Practical Guide to the Death Duties and 
By Cuartes Beatty, Solicitor. Fourth 
4s. net. 
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left unworked and had contracted for the purchase of the same at 
a named price, the coal company, in consideration of that sum, assured 
to the railway company all their leasehold interest in so much of 
the two seams as lay within and under the respective areas of land 
mentioned in the deed. By another indenture the persons entitled 
to demise the seams in reversion, in consideration of a sum of money, 
conveyed to the railway company their freehold reversion to the coal 
to be left ungotten. The defendant company having given the railway 
notice of their intention to work the coal, the railway company com- 
menced an action claiming an injunction. They gave evidence that the 
working of the coal would cause serious risk to the railway even 
beyond the prescribed 40 yards area, and they argued that the statu- 
tory mining code had no application outside the prescribed distance, 
and that they were entitled to have the surface of the land purchased 
by them supported by the adjacent minerals of the vendor. The 
Court of Appeal decided that the defendants could not work minerals 
outside the 40 yards limit in such a manner as to withdraw lateral 
support from the tunnel, and granted an injunction. The Howley Coal 
Co. appealed. Without hearing counsel for the respondents, 

Lord Hatpang, C., said that the Court of Appeal had held that the 
statutory Mining Code in sections 78-85 of the Railways Clauses Con- 
solidation Act, 1845, which were passed to facilitate transactions 
between mineowner and railway companies, had no application outside 
the limit of 40 yards or other limit prescribed by the special Act. 
It followed that the railway company’s common law right to lateral 
eupport was unaffected by the statutory provisions, and, therefore, that 
the injunction which the appellants sought to have set aside had 
rightly been granted. He moved that the appeal should be dismissed, 
with the usual consequences. 

Lords Hatspury, ATKINSON and SHAW gave judgment to the same 
effect. Order accordingly.—Counset for the appellants: Sir Alfred 
Cripps, K.C., P. O. Laurence, K.C., John Dixon and Ashworth 
James; for the respondents, Sir Robert Finlay, K.C., Ernest Page, 
K.C., and R. F. MacSwiney. Sotrcrrors, Rawle, Johnson, & Co., 
for Mason, Fernandes, & Co.. Wakefield ; C. de J. Andrews. 


[Reported by Ersxins Rarp, Barrister-at-Law.] 





Court of Appeal. 


Re GODDARD. HOOKER v, BUCKLEY. No. 2. 3lst Oct. 


MortGaGe — Contincent INTERESTS — PRIORITIES — ADVANCES BY 
TrustEE ON Account oF CONTINGENT SHARE—SUBSEQUENT ASSIGNEE 
Bounp By State or ACCOUNTS. 

D was entitled to a share of residue contingently on attaining twenty- 
five. During the contingency H, one of the trustees, made advances 
to D, who subsequently executed a mortgage to A, the money being 
lent without inquiry. 

Held, affirming Joyce, J., that H was entitled to recoup his ad- 
vances out of the share in priority to A’s mortgage. 

Under the will of Hannah Goddard, who died in 1901, three-tenths 
of her residuary estate were bequeathed on trust for her sons, Horace, 
Douglas, and Frederick Goddard, who should attain twenty-five, with 
an accruer clause in case any of them should die under twenty-five. 
Horace Goddard died under twenty-five in 1906, and Douglas attained 
twenty-five in 1911. Between 1907 and January, 1909, Benjamin 
Hooker, who was one of the trustees of Hannah Goddard’s will, ad- 
vanced’ various sums to Douglas Goddard, out of his own pocket, 
amounting to £505. In March, 1909, Douglas Goddard assigned all 
his interest under the will to the defendant Attenborough by way of 
mortgage. Attenborough made no inquiries before lending the money, 
but gave notice to the trustees in October, 1909. The present appeal 
was from the decision of Joyce, J., that the plaintiff, Benjamin Hooker, 
was entitled to apply the share of Douglas Goddard in the estate in 
repayment of the £505 in priority to Attenborough’s mortgage. 

Cozens-Harpy, M.R.—This is a curious case until one sees what the 
issue really is. The evidence is not very clear, but it amounts to this— 
Hooker knew that Douglas was not absolutely entitled unless he attained 
twenty-five, but he took the risk of paying him on account of his con- 
tingent share the sum of £505. On attaining twenty-five Douglas’ 
right against the trustees was to call on them to account for his share 
in the residuary estate. The two trustees could then have put down 
as payments on account the £505. This was his only right—one-tenth 
less £505. After these advances a mortgage was executed to Atten- 
borough, who agreed to make no enquiries; but if Douglas was not in 
a position to claim the full one-tenth, neither was Attenborough. 
Nothing turns on the fact that there was an equitable assignment to 
Hooker of Douglas’ share, there was, in fact, no such assignment. 

Farwe.t and Hamitron, L.JJ., concurred, and the appeal was dis- 
missed.—CounseL, Micklem, K.C., and Cann; Hughes, K.C., and Hild- 
yard. Sourcrrors, S. J. Attenborough; Cartwright & Cunningham. 


[Reported by F. Gururre Surtu, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Fe COODEN BEACH ESTATE. No. 2. 29th and 30th Oct. 


Serrtep Lanp Acts—s.s. 25 (17), 21 (3), 21 (10)—AvutTuorizep Improve- 
MENTS—CosTS AND EXPENSES PAYABLE OUT OF CAPITAL—COMPENSATION 
To AGRICULTURAL TENANTS. 

A tenant for life of settled estates was authorized by the trustees to 
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lay out a golf course. For this purpose it became necessary to buy out 
an agricultural tenant and pay him compensation. 

Held, affirming Joyce, J., that the costs and expenses so involved 
were not payable out of capital, and could not be recouped to the life 
tenant. 

In this case a scheme had been approved by the trustees at the 
instance of Earl De La Warr, the tenant for life, for laying out a golf 
course on the settled estates at Cooden Beach, near Bexhill. For this 
purpose it had been necessary to obtain a surrender of the agricultural 
lease under which the land was held, and to pay compengation to the 
tenant for giving up his holding. A summons asking that the expenses 
so involved might be recouped out of capital was refused by Joyce, J., 
hence the present appeal. It was contended that making a golf course 
fell within section 25 (17), and that all costs, charges and expenses 
involved were chargeable to capital by virtue of sections 21 (3) and 
21 (10) of the Settled Land Act, 1882. 

Cozens-Harpy, M.R.—I am entirely satisfied with the judgment of 
Joyce, J., and will only add a word as the case is of some importance, 
and will ‘probably be the first of a long series of applications. No 
question arises as to the costs of the improvements executed under the 
scheme, but it is said that Lord De La Warr ought to be recouped out 
of capital moneys for the payments made to the agricultural tenant. 
Can it be said that compensation payable to an agricultural tenant 
holding from year to year on the termination of his tenancy is expendi- 
ture on an improvement within the Settled Court Acts? In my opinion 
it would be contrary to the scheme and language of the Acts to hold 
that an application of that kind could be granted. Mr. Hughes did 
not shrink from the proposition put to him in argument that if for the 
purposes of an improvement it became necessary to buy out a tenant 
who might have a lease of seven, fourteen, or even ninety-nine years, 
the purchase money was properly payable out of capital. 

Farwett and Hamitton, L.JJ., concurred, and the appeal was dis- 
missed.—CounsEL, Hughes, K.C., and (. A. Bennett ; Burrows ; Austen- 
Cartmell. Soxtcrrors, Bennett & Ferris ; Norton, Rose, Barrington, & 
Co.; Cope & Co. 

[Reported by F. Guzunrs Surrn, Barrister-at-Law.} 


Re DJAMBI SUMATRA RUBBER ESTATES. No. 2, 30th Oct. 


Evipence—Report sy Deceasep SURVEYOR—CONTEMPORANEOUS RECORD 
Mabe 1n Course or Durty. 

An expert was directed by a company to inspect and report on a 
rubber plantation in Sumatra. The expert made the inspection and 
returned to Singapore, where he was ill in hospital for a month before 
making the report. He afterwards died, and in proceedings to cancel 
an allotmen: of shares on the g ground of ‘untruth in the prospectus, the 
applicant tendered this report in evidence. 

Held, affirming the decision of Warrington, J., that the report was not 
admissible, owing to its not having been made contemporaneously with 
the inspection. 

An application to remove a name from the register of shareholders in 
a company, on the ground of untrue statements in the prospectus, was 
ordered to be tried with witnesses. At the trial the applicant tendered 
as evidence of the untruth of the prospectus a report from an expert in 
structed by the directors to examine the property—a rubber estate in 
Sumatra. It appeared that the expert returned to Singapore after the 
inspection, and wrote his report there, after having been ill in hospital 
for a month. The expert had since died, and this was an appeal in 
substance from Warrington, J.’s, refusal to admit the report as evidence. 

Cozens-Harpy, M.R.—This was an application to remove a name 
from the register of shareholders in a company on the ground that 
the applicant had been misled by untrue statements in the prospectus 
The case turned on the fact that Halliday, an expert appointed by the 
directors, had made a report shewing that the prospectus was false. 
Halliday has since died, and before the case came on the applicant 
was informed that the company did not admit the correctness of the 
report. Notwithstanding this, he brought on the case with no 
evidence beyond this one report, but a document of this sort cannot 
be admissible in evidence after the death of the person who made it, 
unless ‘t was made contemporaneously with the inspection. This was 
settled eighty years ago in Doe v. Turford (3 B. & Ad. 390), and 
has never been departed from. It was reaffirmed in Smith v. Blakey 
(L. R. 2, Q. B. 326) and Sturla v. Freecia (5 A. C. 823), and other 
authorities. In Halliday’s covering letter of the 31st of May, from 
Singapore, he says that he has been in hospital for a month, and was 
too ill to get out the report. On its face this shews that the document 
was not contemporaneous. I do not attempt to define what degree of 
approximation in time will make two events contemporaneous, but if 
any meaning at all is given to the word, then this document must be 
rejected. 

Farwetr. and Hamitton, L.JJ., concurred, and the appeal was dis- 
missed.—CounseL, Astbury, K.C., and Newbolt; Gore Browne, K.C., 
and Rolt. Soricrrors, Smith & Hudson ; Bruce, Millar, & Co. 

[Reported by F. Gururre Smitu, Barrister-at-Law.] 


TUFF v. MASTERS, &c., OF THE GUILD OF DRAPERS OF THE 
CITY OF LONDON. No. :. 3ist Oct.; Ist Nov. 
Tirne ReNT-CHARGE—AGREEMENT BY TENANT TO Pay TiTHe RENT-CHARGE 
—Vatipiry—TirHe Act, 1904, s. 1 (1), (2). 
By an agreement of tenancy a farm was let to a tenant at ea yearly 
rent, and the lessee covenanted to pay the said rent on the quarter. 
days as it became due, and also, by way of further rent, “‘ such further 


and other sums of money as they (the landlords) shall from time to 
time expend for (inter alia) all tithe or tithe rentcharge or modus or 
other payment in lieu of tithe without any deduction whatsoever.” 

Held, that the agreement to pay further rent was void by virtue 
of section 1 of the Tithe Act, 1891. 

Decision of Channell, J., in Ludlow (Baron) v. Pike (1904, 1 X. B. 531) 
approved and followed by Vaughan Williams and Kennedy, L.J.c., ana 
dissented from by Buckley, L. J. 

Appeal by the defendants from a judgment of Bray, J. The plain- 
tift’s claim was for the sum of £594, being the balance due from the 
defendants to the plaintiff as executrix of the will of Charles Tuff, 
deceased, under a valuation dated the Wth of September, 1911, 
of the tenant rights and effects on Church Farm, Allhallows, 
Kent, and made by the valuers acting for the respective 
parties, whereby the sum of £976 was found to be payable 
by the defendants to the plaintiff as executrix under the 
will. The balance of £594 was arrived at by deducting from £976, 
being the amount of the valuation, a half-year’s rent due on the 29th 
of September, 1911, from the plaintiff to the defendants, namely, 
£132, and compeneation for dilapidation as agreed, £250. The defen- 
dants, y their defence, said that they were ‘entitled to set off 
£99 12s. 10d., being the amount paid by them on the 8th of November, 
1911, for the tithe rent-charge in respect of the hereditaments demised 
by the lease of the Church Farm, dated the 20th of March, 1902, 
which contained a covenant by the lessee to pay to the defendants all 
sums of money paid by them for tithe or tithe rent-charge; and the 
defendants further said that they paid the sum of £494 7s. 2d. into 
court, and that that sum was enough to satisfy the plaintiff's claim. 
By their counter-claim, the defendants asked to have the lease rectified. 
The plaintiff, by her reply, pleaded that if ehe ever agreed to pay 
any sum for rent-charge, which she did not admit, such agreement 
was void under the provisions of the Tithe Act, 1891, section 1 (1), 
which provided as follows : ‘‘ Tithe rent-charge as defined by this Act 
issuing out of any lands shall be payable by the owner of the lande, 
notwithstanding any contract between him and the occupier of such 
lands, and any contract made between an occupier and owner of lands, 
after the passing of this Act, for the payment of the tithe rent-charge 
by the occupier shall be void.’ By sub-section 2, ‘‘ Where the occupier 
is liable under any contract made before the passing of this Act to 
pay the tithe rent-charge, then he shall cease to be bound by that part 
of his contract, but he shall be liable to pay to the owner such sum 
as the owner has properly paid on account of the tithe rent-charge 
which such occupier is liable under hie said contract to pay, exclusive 
of any costs incurred or paid by the owner in respect of such tithe 
rent-charge.’’ It was admitted at the trial that the case was concluded 
in favour of the plaintiff by the decision of Channell, J., in Baron 
Ludlow v. Pike (1904, 1 K. B. 531), and accordingly Bray, J., following 
that decision, gave judgment for the plaintiff for £594 upon the claim 
and counter-claim. The defendants appealed. 

VauGHan WitriaMs, L.J., in giving judgment, said the question was 

whether a part of the contract contained in the leaee in this case was 
void by reason of the provisions of the Tithe Act, 1891. The lease 
contained these clauses: ‘‘ And also yielding and paying unto the 
fraternity on the quarter day next following the day in every year 
of the said term on which the same shall be paid or payable by the 
fraternity . . . such further and other sums of money as they 
shall from time to time expend for all tithe or tithe rent- 
charge or modus or other payment in lieu of tithe without any deduc- 
tion whatsoever. And the lessee doth hereby covenant and 
agree with the fraternity that he shall and will during the 
said term well and truly pay ‘or cause to be paid unto the fraternity 
the said yearly and other rents hereby reserved without any deduction 
whateoever except landlord’s property tax on the rent reserved. 
The question really was whether section 1 (1) of the Tithe Act, 1891, 
dealt merely with the mode of collecting tithe rent-charge or whether 
it dealt with the incidence of the burden of tithe charge. In his 
opinion, the Act dealt with the incidenee of the burden, and not 
merely with the mode of collection, and therefore the appeal ehould 
be dismissed. 

Bucktey, L.J., dissented. The question wae, Did section 1 refer 
to a contract for the ultimate incidence of the burden of the tithe 
rent-charge or to a contract for the payment to the tithe owner of what 
he could charge in respect of tithe charge? He thought it meant the 
latter, and not the former. He thought that the decision of Channell, J., 
in Baron Ludlow v. Pike (supra) was wrong, and that the appeal should 
be allowed. 

Kennepy, L.J., agreed with Vaughan Williams, L.J., and therefore 
by a majority the appeal was dismissed.—Counset, for the appellants, 
J. R. Atkin, K.C., and Courthope Munro; for the respondent, Schiller 
and Downes-Powell. Soricirors, Percival A. Nairne; Harwood & 
Pusey. 

[Reported by Ersxrne Retp, Barrister-at-Law.] 





High Court—Chancery Division. 


BOWLES v. BANK OF ENGLAND. Parker, J. 2st Oct. ; 4th Nov. 
Income Tax—DepvuctIon At THE SOURCE AFTER THE RESOLUTION OF THE 
CoMMITTEE OF THE House OF CommMoONS FoR WAYS AND MEANS, BUT 
BEFORE THE PASSING or THE Act ImMposING THE DutTy—IRIsH LAND 
Act, 1903 (3 Ep. 7, c. 37), ss. 31 & 32—Nartionat Dest Act, 1870 





33 & 34 Vict. c. 71), ss. 14 & 15—Bitt or Rieuts (1 Wa. anp Mary 
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(Session 2), a.p. 1688, c. 2)—Customs anp INLAND Revenve Act, 1890 | 
| to deduct it from subsequent payments of rent. 


(53 & 54 Vicr., c. 8), s. 3—Income Tax Assessment Act, 1870 (33 
& 34 Vict. c. 4). 


A resolution of the Committee of the House of Commons for Ways | 


and Means has no legal effect whatever. No practice or custom, how- 
ever prolonged or acquiesced in on the part of the subject, can be relied 
on by the Crown as justifying any infringement of the Bill of Rights. 
No statutory authority for the collection of income tax in accordance 
with the terms of a resolution of the Committee of the House of 
Commons for W ays and Means, but before the passing of the Act 
imposing the income tax, should be implied from a consideration of 
other statutes. Such an important statutory authority should be 
expre ssly provided for. 

[For the note of the motion in this action see Soricrrors’ JouRNAL, 
Vol. 56, p. 651.] 

The plaintiff, Mr. T. Gibson Bowles, M.P., who was the owner of 
guaranteed 2} per cent. stock, the dividends on which, under 3 Ed. 7, 

57, are payable half-yearly, on the Ist of January and the lst of 
July, claimed a declaration that the Bank of England was not entitled 
to deduct by way of income tax or otherwise any sum whatever from 
his dividend. On the hearing of the motion in June, the defendants 


contended that under sections 14 and 15 of the National Debt Act, 1870, | 
by which payment of these dividends was legalized, they were under | 


no liability to the plaintiffs unless and until money for that purpose 


had been actually issued to them out of the Consolidated Fund. They | 


did not admit that such money had yet been received by them, but 
they admitted that it would no doubt be received by them in the 
course of a few days, and they also admitted that when it was so 
received they intended to make a deduction in respect of income tax 
at the rate of 1s. 2d. in the pound, being a rate mentioned in a 
resolution of the Committee of the House of Commons for Ways and 
Means, they having been in the habit of making such deduction for 
many years. The Bank agreed to pay the amount of this dedu 
tion into court, and did so pay it in. The plaintiff amended his 
writ, and now claimed to have the money paid into court by the Bank 
paid out to him. The matter was adjourned to enable the Crown to 
be present to argue the point as to whether a resolution of the Com- 
mittee of the House of Commons for Ways and Means, either alone or 
when adopted by the House, authorized the Crown to levy on the 
subject an income tax assented to by such resolution, but not yet 
imposed by Act of Parliament. The Attorney-General contended that 
there was statutory authority in the case of income tax for its collection 
by the Crown after the resolution of the Committee of the House of 
Commons for Ways and Means assenting to its imposition, and before 
the passing of the Act by which it was subsequently imposed, and 
discussed the statutes at length. A practice had grown up of deduct 
ing. the tax on the authority of the resolutiuu, and before the passing 
of the Act, which event was not unfrequently delayed until quite late 
in the year. Cur adv. vult 

Parker, J., after stating the facts, said that in the first place, by the 
statute of William and Mary, usually known as the Bill of Rights, it 
was finally settled that there could be no taxation in this country except 
under the authority of an Act of Parliament. The Bill of Rights was 
unrepealed, and accordingly no practice or custom, however prolonged 
or however acquiesced in on the part of the subject, could be relied 
on by the Crown as justifying any infringement of its provisions. It 
followed that no such resolution had any legal effect whatever. With 
regard to the contention that there is statutory authority for the 


collection of the income tax after the resolution and before the passing | 
of the Act, he held that such statutory authority had not been | 


proved by the Crown. The House might impose the tax at a less 
rate, or at a greater rate, or even reject the tax altogether. If the 
Legislature was intending, notwithstanding the Bill of Rights, to 
enable the Crown to collect the taxes on the authority of the resolu- 
tion, this important step would most certainly be expressly provided 
for by statute, and must not be inferred by mere implication. The 
proper interpretation to be placed upon section 30 of the Customs and 
inland Revenue Act of 1890 was that it kept alive the machinery of 
the Income Tax Acts for the purposes of all the preliminary work 
necessary for the collection of any income tax which might be imposed 
for any financial year It did not authorize any assessment or 
collection of a tax not yet imposed by Parliament His opinion was 
supported by a consideration of the first section of the Income Tax 
Assessment Act, 1870 He accordingly declared that the Bank was not 
entitled to make the deduction, and ordered the money paid into court 
by the Bank to be paid out to the plaintiff.—CounsxeL, Mark Romer, 
K.C., and Howard Wright, for the Bank of England; Sir R. Jsaacs, 
A.G., J. Austen Cartmell (with them Sir J. Simon, §8.G.), and W. 
Finlay, for the Commissioners of Inland Revenue; the plaintiff in 
pereon Soxticirors, //asties; Fresh field Solicitor for the Inland 
Revenue. 
(Reported by L. M. Mar, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Re STURMEY MOTORS (LIM). RATIRAY v. STURMEY MOTORS 
(LIM.). Warrington, J. 23rd Oct. 

LANDLORV AND TeENANT—PRopERTY Tax—Depvuction From Rent— 
Omission TO Depuct—Ricur or Tenant to Depvuctr From SvupseE- 
QUENT Payments or Rent—5 & 6 Vict. c. 35, Scnuepute A, No. IV... 
RuLE 9—16 & 17 Vicr., c. 34, s. 40. 


A tenant who pays rent without deducting the amount of property 








tax which he has paid on behalf of the landlord on that rent is entitled 


The plaintiff in this action was the landlord of premises occupied by 
the defendant company. The company held the premises under a 
lease for ninety-nine years, but for four years had paid no rent. In 
an action by debenture-holders a receiver of the assets of the company 
had been appointed in July, 1911. At that time the landlord was 
threatening to distrain for arrears of rent, and on the lst of January, 
1912, the receiver gave the landlord an undertaking by which, in 
consideration of the landlord not enforcing his remedies by distress and 
re-entry, the receiver agreed to pay the annual rent and the arrears of 
rent. The receiver subsequently paid one year’s property tax, and 
after that he paid one year’s rent without deducting the tax. This was 
a summons taken out to determine whether the receiver was bound to 
pay the arrears of rent in full, or whether he was entitled to deduct 
the property tax which had been paid. 

WarRInGTON, J., said that the plain effect of Schedule (A), No. IV., 
r. 9, of ‘the Income Tax Act of 1842 was that the tenant who paid 


| the tax was acquitted and discharged of it as if it had been actually 


paid to the person to whom his rent was due and payable. The matter, 
however, was made even clearer by section 40 of the Income Tax Act 
of 1853, which contemplated that a deduction might be made in 
respect of rent accruing over a considerable period ; the tenant was to 
deduct the amount of the duty payable, not on the rent of a quarter 
or of a year or of any other period, but on the amount of rent for 
which he was liable. Finally, section 15 of the Revenue (No. 1) Act, 
1864, obviated injustices which might have arisen owing to changes 
in the rate during the period through which the rent was accruing due. 
The effect was that when the receiver went into possession the rent 
payable by the tenant was not so many times the rent of the property, 
but that sum less the sums for which the tenant was acquitted and 
discharged by reason of his payment of the property tax. On the true 
construction of the undertaking the receiver would discharge his obliga 
tion by paying the arrears of rent less tle total amount of deductions 
of property tax paid by the company.—CounseL, Tomlin; Clauson, 
K.C., H. B. Wright and 7. Henderson. Soticttors, Pothecary & Co.; 
Crowders, Vizard, Oldhams, & Co., for Browetts, Coventry. 

[Reported by J. B. C. Tasoartney, Barrister-at-Law. ] 


SCHWEDER v. WORTHING GAS LIGHT AND COKE C2, 
Eve, J. 29th Oct. 

Gas Company—Layinc Pires 1n HicuHway—Lanp Depicatep to Use 
or Pustic—Extent or Depication—Pires Lap Five or Six Fret 
Betow Surrace—Gasworks Ciavuses Acr (10 & 11 Vicr., c. 15), 
ss. 6,7 
Although only so much of the soil of a highway is dedicated to the 

public as is necessary to support the road, yet under the Gasworks 

Clauses Act, 1847, pipes in connection with authorized works can be 

laid in the underlying soil without the consent of the owner of the soil. 


This was an action for an injunction to restrain the defendants from 
laying pipes in the plaintiff’s land underlying the subsoil of a highway, 
and not being land dedicated to the use of the public, and from other- 
wise trespassing on the plaintiff's land. By the Worthing Gas Act, 
1907, the defendants were empowered to purchase land near the 
plaintiff's property, to lay down gas pipes or mains for the purpose of 
connecting their new gasworks with their existing gasworks, and for 
this purpose to exercise the powers of breaking up roads contained 
in the Gasworks Clauses Act, 1847. By section 6 of that Act the under- 
takers are empowered to open and break up the soil of streets and to 
lay pipes. By section 7 it is provided that nothing therein contained 
should authorize the undertakers to lay pipes in any land not dedicated 
to public use. The plaintiff was the owner of land on both sides of 
the highway under which the defendants were authorized to lay pipes. 
The defendants gave notice to the plaintiff that they intended to lay 
pipes under the highway in a manner which involved the work going 


| down to a depth of 5 or 6 feet below the surface of the road. The 


plaintiff contended that the land under the road was not land dedicated 
to public use within the meaning of section 7 of the Gasworks Clauses 
Act, 1847, except so far as was necessary to keep the road in repair. 
Eve, J.—In 1907 the defendants found it necessary to obtain statu- 
tory powers to erect further gasworks, and by the Act of 1907 they 
were empowered to lay down pipes and mains for the purpose of 
connecting the new gasworks with the existing gasworks in Worthing. 
and to exercise the powers of breaking up roads contained in the 
Gasworks Clauses Ac, 1847. The new gasworks were near the plain- 
tiffs house, and the defendants proposed to lay pipes through and 
under a lane bordered on each eide by the plaintiff’s land. Before the 
work was completed the plaintiff made a tunnel under the road, and 
the defendants laid their pipes through or against the tunnel. There- 
upon the plaintiff brought an action for a declaration that the defen- 
dants were not entitled to lay the pipes through his land. The action 
came before me in October of last year, and I felt bound to hold 
that the tunnel was a building within the meaning of section 7 of the 
Gasworks Clauses Act, 1847, and therefore the defendants had no 
power to lay the pipes through the tunnel. The result was that the 
defendants were placed in a difficulty, and they determined to adopt 
a plan which did not interfere with the tunnel, but which involved 
the laying of concrete beds some 5 or 6 feet below the surface of the 
road. The plaintiff contends that this is a breach of the provision 
contained in section 7 of the Gasworks Clavees Act, 1847, and is a 
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trespass on the plaintiff's land not dedicated to the public use. The 
defendants, on the other hand, say that what they propose to do is 
not ultra vires, but what, on a reasonable construction of the Act, they 
are entitled to do in carrying out their etatutory powers and duties. 
The legislation with regard to gasworks goes back to the year 1847, and 
there is not a single case since that Act in which it has been suggested 
that the Act ought to bear the construction which the plaintiff here 
seeks to put upon it. From first to last it has always been assumed 
that local bodies acting under statutory powers can lay their pipes in 
the underlying soil and do such acts as the defendants are proposing 
to do here. The conclusion, therefore, at which I have arrived is that 
the contention of the defendants is more reasonable than that of the 
plaintiff, and consequently the plaintiff is not entitled to an injunction. 
—CounseL, P. O. Lawrence, K.C., and Bryan Farrer; Macmorran, 
K.C., and Cozens-Hardy, K.C. Soricrrors, Kekewich, Smith, & Kaye; 
John Hands, for Verrall 4d Sons, Worthing. 
[Reported by S. E, Writrams, Barrister-at-Law.] 


High Court—King’s Bench 
Division. 
SCOTTISH NATIONAL INSURANCE CO. (LIM.) v. POOLE. 
. Bray, J. 22nd Oct. 


InsuRANCE (MARINE)-—RemnsuRANCE—ORIGINAL Poticy—Poticy ‘‘ Sus- 

secT TO SAME CLAUSES AND CONDITIONS AS ORIGINAL POLICY 

AND TO Pay AS MAY BE Pap THEREIN ’’—-SLIPs. 

in January, 1911, D. and W. (an underwriting firm) initialled a slip 
insuring the s.ss. Olympic and Titanic for 12 months from delivery, 
and afterwards reinsured part of this risk with the plaintiffs. In 
December, 1911, the defendant iniiialled a slip reinsuring a portion 
of the plaintiffs’ risk—for ‘12 months from expiration or delivery, 
clauses or conditions as original.’’ In January, 1912, while the s.s. 
Titanic remained undelivered, D. and W. initialled another slip as 
follows :—‘‘ Olympic, Titanic, 12 months from expiry.’’ No intima- 
tion was given to D. and W. or the plaintiffs’ agent that this was 
intended to be anything other than a renewal for a further 12 months 
after the expiry of the first 12 months, but before the policy was 
issued an intimation was sent to some of the underwriters to explain 
that the insurance, so far as the Titanic was concerned, would com- 
mence from the delivery of the vessel. On the 3rd of April, 1912, a policy 
was issued by D. and W. insuring the Titanic for £2,500 from the 2nd 
of April, 1912. On the 10th of April, 1912, the plaintiffs, by a policy of 
that date, reinsured D. and W.’s risk to the extent of £400, and on the 
10th of April, 1912, the defendant underwrote a policy reinsuring the 
plaintiffs’ risk to the amount of £80, the policy containing the follow- 
ing clause :—‘‘ Being a reinsurance for account the Scottish National 
Insurance Co. (Limited), subject to the same clauses and conditions as 
original policy or policies, and to pay as may be paid thereon.’ The 
Titanic was lost on the 15th of April, 1912, and the plaintiffs paid 
D. & W. under the policy of the 10th of April. They now sued the 
defendant under the policy underwritten by him on the 11th of April. 

Held, that the defendant was liable on the grounds that the policy of 
the 10th of April, 1912, was the original policy referred to in the 
policy of the 11th of April, 1912; that D. & W. were always under a 
contract of insurance of the Titanic for the first twelve months by 
virtue of the slip they initialled in January, 1911; that the plaintiffs 
agreed to reinsure them up to £400 in January, 1911, and remained 
under this liability ; that the defendant agreed to reinsure the plaintiffs 
against their liability to the amount of £80 by initialling the slip of 
December, 1911; and that he signed the policy of the 11th of April in 


pursuance of that contract of reinsurance, 





The plaintiffs claimed in respect of a logs on a policy of reinsurance 
on the s.s. Z':tanic. The facts are sufficiently stated in the headnote. 

Bray, J., in the course of his judgment, said he was prepared, if 
necessary, to hold that if D. and W. had been in the position of the 
leading underwriter, and had, when intending to confirm the contract 
of insurance of January, in law made a new contract of insurance, the 
defendant would still have no defence. The question to be decided 
was whether the policy of the 10th of April, 1912, was the original 
policy mentioned in the clause at the foot of the policy of the 11th 
of April. That was a question of fact, or possibly mixed fact and law. 
There was at that time no other original policy in existence in respect 
of the Titanic on which the plaintiffs were liable, except the policy of 
the 10th of April. Beyond all doubt that was the policy which the 
plaintiffs intended should be the original policy. The defendant made 
no inquiry as to the original policy, and he must be taken to have 
meant any original policy which the plaintiffs had then subscribed 
corresponding with the terms of the slip he had initialled. He was 
content to reinsure the plaintiffs. against the risk which the plaintiffs 
were then under, provided it was the same risk. It was absolutely of 
no importance to the defendant whether this confirmation of the 
original slip took place or not, the risk being just the same. In 
his lordship’s opinion if, in fact, there was that confirmation con- 
stituting in law a new contract, he was bound to hold that the original 
policy mentioned in the policy of the 11th of April was the policy. of 
the 10th of April. There was no reacon in law and no business reacon 
why he should not so hold. The plaintiffs had paid, as they were 
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obliged to pay, under that policy, and were entitled to recover from 
the defendant the £80 for which he subscribed the policy of the 11th 
of April. He (his lordship) had carefully considered the cases of 
Maritime Insurance Co. v. Stearns (6 Com. Cas. 182) and Lower Rhine 
and Wurtemberg Insurance Association v. Sedgwick (1899, 1 Q. B. 179), 
but could find nothing in the judgments in those cases which conflicted 
with his opinion. There would be judgment for the plaintiffs for £80, 
with High Court costs. —Counsgx, Bailhache, K.C., and Chaytor; Atkin, 
K.C., and Mackinnon. Soxicrrors, Parker, Garrett, & Co.; Thomas 
Carter & Co. 
[Reported by Lronarp C. THomas, Barrister-at-Law.] 








Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty 
Division. 

MUNZER v. MUNZER AND SWAIN (THE KING'S PROCTOR SHEWING 
CAUSE). Evans, P. 2nd Feb. ; 19th and 29th July. 
Divorce—Decree Nist to HuvusBAND—INTERVENTION BY KING’s 

Proctor — ADULTERY BY PETITIONER— PLEA OF CONDONATION —- 

MarrimmoniaL Causes Act, 1857 (20 & 21 Vicr. c. 85), s. 31—Discre- 

TION OF Court CoNnsIDERED—Decree Nist RESCINDED. 

Where there are no special or aggravating circumstances, nor strong 
over-riding public reasons existing, the court should exercise its discre- 
tion in favour of a petitioner whose adultery during the marriage has 
been fully forgiven and completely condoned by the respondent. But 
where a husband had not disclosed the fact of his own adultery on the 
hearing of his petition for divorce, and had denied it on oath after the 
King’s Proctor had intervened, the court rescinded the decree nisi, 
remarking that, even if satisfied that the adultery had been condoned, 
it would not have exercised its discretion in his favour. 


Intervention by the King’s Proctor. By his petition, dated the 2nd 
of June, 1910, Arthur Edward Munzer asked for a divorce, alleging 
that his wife had frequently committed adultery with the co-respondent 
Swain ‘‘from about the 21st of May, 1910, until the present time.”’ 
The suit was undefended, and 5n the 14th of October, 1910, the peti- 
tioner was granted a decree nisi. On the 13th of April, 1911, the 
King’s Proctor appeared, and by his plea, dated the 24th of April, 
1911, alleged that the petitioner had. not brought before the court divers 
material facts respecting his conduct, that he had frequently com- 
mitted adultery, and that, on or about the 4th and 5th of July, 1907, 
he had lived and cohabited with a woman named Brenham, and had 
committed adultery with ker. By his answer, dated the 29th of June, 
1911, the petitioner denied the allegations in the plea of the King’s 
Proctor, and, by paragraph 4, said ‘‘that if he did commit adultery 
as alleged (which he denies) the said adultery was condoned 
by the respondent, Ethel Munzer.’’ His answer went on to allege that 
the respondent was a woman of drunken and dissolute habits, who 
repeatedly sold up the homes provided for her, and had repeatedly 
committed adultery after the said 5th of July, 1907, although forgiven 
from time to time by the petitioner. The King’s Proctor, in his 
reply, dated the 17th of August, 1911, to the petitioner’s answer, joined 
issue, and by paragraph 2 said ‘‘ That as regards paragraph 4 of the 
said answer the King’s Proctor will submit that the condonation alleged 
in the first part of the said paragraph does not in law constitute an 
answer to the plea of the King’s Proctor.’’ On the 2nd of February, 
1912, the petitioner gave evidence, and denied the adultery alleged by 
the King’s Proctor, and also gave evidence in support of his charges 
as to his wife’s conduct since July, 1907. He also stated that his 
wife believed he had misconducted himself on the 4th and 5th of 
July, 1907, with Brenham, and condoned it. On the 19th of July, 
1912, evidence was given in support of the King’s Proctor’s plea. The 
court having found the adultery proved, counsel for the petitioner 
asked the court to exercise its discretion in his client’s favour. There 
had only been one isolated act of adultery proved, which had, he 
(counsel) submitted, been fully condoned by the wife, whom the peti- 
tioner had treated with great kindness. The cases of Woltereck v. 
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Woltereck and W alteve (56 Soxicrrors’ JournaL, 706), Anichini v. 
Anichini (2 Curt. 210), seller v. Seller (8 W. R. 5, 1 Sw. & Tr. 482), 
Alexandre v. Alexandre (18 W. R. 1087, 2 P. & D. 164), and Pretty 
v. Pretty (1911, P. 83), were referred to. At the request of the court, 
coungel for the King’s Proctor argued on the question of discretion, 
and cited Wain v. Wain and Eves (54 Soricrrors’ Journax, 119), which 
determined that condonation was no answer to the plea of the King’s 
Proctor. The Court of Appeal had considered the question of discre- 
tion in 7'odd v. Todd and Cuniam (24 T, L. R. 28). The present caee 
differed from Woltereck v. Woltereck (supra), because there the peti- 
tioner had disclosed his adultery at the hearing of his petition. 
Grosvenor v. Grosvenor (34 W. R. 140) was also cited. Cur. adv. vult. 
July 29.—Evans, P.—The King’s Proctor, by his plea in this case, 
alleged adultery by the petitioner at a date earlier than the adultery 
alleged and proved against the respondent. The petitioner's answer 
to the plea was, first of all, a denial that he had committed adultery ; 
and, alternatively, that the adultery, if committed, had been condoned. 
I found that the adultery was proved as alleged by the King’s Proctor. 
I was pressed, nevertheless, not to rescind the decree nisi, but to give 
the petitioner the relief he asked for on the ground that his misconduct 
had been condoned, and besides, it was said that the respondent was a 
bad and faithless wife, and had become an abandoned woman. As 
to the latter ground, the right criterion in deciding whether the decree 
should be withheld is what has been the conduct of the petitioner. 
But what is mainly relied upon by the petitioner’s ecm was the 
alleged condonation. I have had occasion several times already to 
consider cases in which the court has been asked to exercise its discre- 
tion in favour of a petitioner, and I have examined carefully decisions 
given from time to time in the past. They are not altogether con- 
sistent. Speaking generally, my view is that, where it is shewn that 
the misconduct of the petitioner has been fully forgiven and completely 
condoned by the other party, the court ought to exercise its discretion 
in favour of the petitioner, unless there are special or aggravating 
circumstances in the case, or unless etrong over-riding public reasons 
exist for denying the relief claimed. But in the case before me I 
do not think the condonation of the petitioner's adultery was sufficiently 
established. The adultery was denied by the petitioner when the 
respondent accused him of it; it is said, nevertheless, that she believed 
it had been committed, and that by resuming cohabitation in those 
circumstances she had sufficiently condoned whatever misconduct had 
in fact been committed. But when the denial was made and persisted 
in, as it was, up to the trial of the King’s Proctor’s intervention, the 
petitioner has failed in his attempt to prove the condonation. But in 
this case, even if I had been satisfied that condonation had been 
established, I should have declined to assist the petitioner for the 
reason, first, that he did not disclose the facts on the hearing of his 
petition, and, secondly, that he denied on oath that he had com- 
mitted adultery. I found upon clear evidence that he had. It must 
be taken, therefore, for the purpose of this case that he had. It 
follows, for the purpose of this case, that he has given false testimony 
on oath, and therefore, even if condonation to the full had been proved, 
his conduct disentitled him to ask the court, which he tried to deceive 
by his testimony, to exercise its discretion in his favour. Therefore 
the King’s Proctor’s intervention is allowed, with costs, the decree nisi 
rescinded and the petition dismissed.—Counset, Rawlinson, K.C., ana 
D. Cotes-Preedy, for King’s Proctor; W. H. Owen and Whitfield- 
Hayes, for petitioner. Soricrrors, The King’s Proctor; Fisher & 
Stephens, for F. C. Payne, Hull. 
[Reported by JoHN GREENWOOD, Barrister-at-Law. 


New Orders, &c. 


Autumn Assizes. 


The following is a further list of days and places appointed for 
holding the Autumn Assizes, 1912 :— 

Midland Circuit (Mr. Justice Ridley, Mr. Justice Scrutton). 
day, November 30, at Birmingham, Civil and Criminal. 

North-Eastern Circuit (Mr. Justice Pickford, Mr. Justice Bailhache). 
—Monday, November 4, at Newcastle, Civil and Criminal. Friday, 
November 8, at Durham. Friday, November 15, at York. Thursday. 
November 21, at Leeds, Civil and Criminal. 








Satur- 








Societies. 
United Law Society. 


A meeting of the above society was held on Monday, November 4, 
at 3, King’s Bench Walk, Temple, E.C. Mr. H. T. Thomson moved : 
**That the case of Re Atkinson & Horsell’s Contract (1912, 1 Ch. 2) 
was wrongly decided.’ Mr. Neville Tebbutt opposed. The following 
gentlemen also spoke: Mr. 8S. E. Redfern, Mr. N. Aaron, Mr. E. 8. 
Cox Sinclair, Mr. G. M. Lazarus, Mr. G. Lailey, Mr. M. Daweon. The 
motion was carried by five votes. j 








The Attorney-General has presented a Bill to make further provision 
with respect to the number, duties. salaries, pensions and clerks of 
Lords of Appeal in Ordinary. 








Law Students’ Journal. 


The Law Society. 
PRELIMINARY EXAMINATION. 


The following candidates (whose names are in alphabetical -order) 
were successful at the Preliminary Examination held on 16th and 17th 
October, 1912 :— 


Arch, Joseph. 









Jarman, Cyril Edgar. 






Bensted, Arthur James. Kennedy, Richard Arnaud. 
Brumpton, Charles Bernard Esk- Kilbeg, Robert. 
holme. Land, Edmund Charles Frank. 





Burn, Roddam Willis. Maddison, Lionel Cuthbert. 
Chapman, Alfred John. Mayhew, Thomas Richard. 
Chapman, Cyril Edward Worsley. Metcalfe, William Thomas. 
Conreich, Hyman. Monkland, George Edward. 
Davies, Arthur Russell. Newman, Douglas. 

Davies, Jack. Newson, William Hil!. 
Day, Horace Alfred. Oakden, Edward Ralph. 
Deacon, Horace Augustus, Outen, Thomas. 

Domville, Frank. Pardy, Ptolemy Weston. 
Dymoke, Henry Lionel. Paterson, John Crisp. 
Edyvean-Walker, Norman. Petch, Frederic Gordon. 
Farr, Vivian Eric. Price, Charles Burleigh. 
Garner, William Thomas, Schulz, Robert. 


















Grayson, Cranmer Kay. Somper, Jack Davies. 
Guest, Charles Henry Travers. 
No. of candidates oe Oe Passed ... os inn 







candidates are certified by the examiners to have 


The following 
if otherwise 


passed with distinction, and will be entitled to compete, 
qualified, at the Studentship Examination in June, 1913. 
Dymoke, Henry Lionel. Newson, William Hill. 
Maddison, Lionel Cuthbert. Oakden, Edward Ralph. 
By Order of the Council, 
8S. P. B. Bucknit, Secretary. 
Law Society's Hall, Chancery-lane, London, W.C., 
lst November, 1912. 





















Law Students’ Societies. 


Socrery.—Nov. 5.—Chairman, Mr. F. 
Burgis. Py subject for debate was: ‘‘ That the case of Baker and 
Others Ingall (1912, 3 K.B. 107) was wrongly decided.’’ Mr. H. G. 
Meyer pesto in the affirmative, Mr. A. M. Hutton seconded in the 
affirmative; Mr. W. S. Jones opened in the negative, Mr. H. K. 
Turner seconded in the negative. The following members continued 
the debate : Messrs. C. F. Woodbridge, R. T. Davies, N. Blanco White, 
ind C. 8. Thomas. The motion was lost by three votes. 






Law Stvupents’ DeEpatInG 











Obituary. 
Mr. A. Clare. 


Mr. Alfred Clare. solicitor, of Queen’s-avenue, Muswell Hill, died 
in a nursing home in London on Friday, the let inst., after a long 
illness. Mr. Clare was born at Bedford in September, 1851, and 
educated at the Bedford Modern School. After leaving school he was 
articled to his stepfather, the late Mr. J. C. Conquest, solicitor, Bed- 
ford, with whom he entered into partnership in due course under 
the style of Conquest and Clare. For nineteen years he was District 
Registrar of the High Court of Justice, Registrar in Bankruptcy and 
County Court Registrar in the districts of which Bedford is the centre, 
and he also, and for many years, held the clerkship to the burial board 
and served for six years as a borough alderman 


Mr. J. C. M. Thompson. 


Mr. John Charles Moreton Thompson suddenly died on Wednesday 
while in anelectric bath in Cavendish-street. Mr. Thompson was a member 
of the firm of Birkbeck, Moreton Thompson & Co., solicitors,of Copthall- 
avenue, and had been in practice since 1889. He was a life member of 
Convocation of the University of London, in which he graduated as a 
Doctor of Laws in 1890, after taking a First Class in the examination 
for the degree of Bachelor of Laws in 1888. He was a man of all- 
round attainments and, whatever pursuit attracted him, he studied it 
thoroughly, whether some branch of sport, or the collection of china or 
old bronzes, on which he was an authority. He had also achieved much 
success in scientific gardening at his house, Armitage-court, Sunning- 
hill. He leaves a widow and three young daughters. 










































The 7'imes is officially informcd that the Report of the Royal Com- 
mission on Divorce and Matrimonial Cavees was signed by the Com- 
missioners on the 2nd inst, and forwarded to the Home Secretary on 
Monday. 
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Legal News. 
Appointment. 


Mr. #osePH Bripces Martnews has been appointed to be Recorder 
of Tewkesbury. 





Information Required. 
CHARLES EDWARD LYNE.—Will required of Charles Edward 
Lyne, Belmont-road, Wallington, Surrey, who died on the 6th of May 
last.—Carr, Tyler, & Overy, 23, Rood-lane, E.C. 





General. 


The King has conferred the honour of Knighthood upon Mr. Clement 
M. Bailhache, K.C., on his appointment to be a Justice of the High 
Court, King’s Bench Division. 


At the Newcastle-on-Tyne Assizes, on Wednesday, before Mr. Justice 
Pickford and a special jury, Mr. William Lisle Bertham, merchant, of 
Gosforth, was awarded £1,300 damages for personal injuries caused by 
Mr. Newby Stothard, commission agent, of Newcastle. The plaintiff 
was injured by a motor-car which the defendant was driving, as was 
alleged, at an excessive epeed, although a policeman had signalled to 
him to stop. 


Revised rules governing the United States procedure in Federal 
Courts in equity cases have been promulgated by Chief Justice White, 
of the Supreme Court. The Chief Justice particularly thanks the 
Lord Chancellor of England for suggestions made by him in connectioa 
with the revision. One of the new rules prohibits preliminary injunc 
tions without notice to the opposite party. The use of injunctions to 
coerce labourers on strike has been particularly objected to by the 
Labour representatives. 


The procedure adopted in connection with the succession to a peerage, 
says the Westminster Gazette, is the following :—A preliminary declara- 
tion is usually made to the Lord Chancellor by some relative of the 
claimant. The Lord Chancellor then asks for evidence, and the heir 
must produce to his satisfaction a certificate of the marriage of the late 
peer, if he be his son, of his burial, a certificate of his own baptism, an 
extract from the Journals of the House of Lords showing that the late 
peer took his seat, and the patent of peerage. When the Lord Chan 
cellor has examined these documents he orders the issue of a Writ of 
Summons to the House of Lords by the Clerk of the Crown. 


Gradually the two branches of the legal professions, says the Globe, 
are becoming more intimately connected. Mr. Justice Bailhache, who 
started his judicial career on Monday by trying non-jury caces is 
one of four judges now on the Bench who practised as solicitors before 
they joined the Bar, Sir Samuel Evans, Mr. Justice Swinfen Eady, 
and Mr. Justice Horridge being the other three. And there remain 
at the Bar not a few K.C.’s who illustrate the unity of the profession. 
Sir Frederick Low, Mr. Upjohn, Mr. Vachell, Mr. Holman Gregory, 
Mr. A. J. David, Mr. Gatey, and Mr. J. A. Compston are among the 
King’s Counsel who have belonged to both branches. 


During the trial of a case at Birmingham County Court, on the 
Ist inst., Judge Amphlett referred to the number of accidents in the 
streets of Birmingham and throughout the country due to motor 
vehicles. He said he did not think he should be greatly exaggerating 
when he said that a quarter of the time of that court was taken up 
in deciding cases arising from accidents caused by motor-cars or other 
vehicles; and he did not hesitate to say that the majority of these 
accidents might be avoided by reasonable care on the part of the 
drivers, especially the drivers of motor-cars. The time was fast 
approaching when very stern steps would have to be taken to stop 
what was becoming a serious nuisance. Unfortunately, people who 
drove motor-cars or motor cycles sometimes seemed to think that they 
had, or ought to have, a sole control of the road, and that the general 
public had no right to be there at all. 


Mr. A. G. C. Liddell, Lord Haldane’s secretary, says the Times, 
replying to a letter from Mr. Cobham, chairman of the Council of 
the Church Association, who asked the Lord Chancellor to “ insist 
upon every candidate for promotion undertaking to conform to the 
requirements of the law as laid down by the only courte that have 
jurisdiction,” says: ‘‘The Lord Chancellor thinks you go too far in 
describing criticism of the Judicial Committee as a ‘state of open 
anarchy among the clergy.’ It is the firm conviction of his lordship 
that any attempt to prevent the expression of opinion of this kind 
by the means you suggest would have the effect of alienating the 
sympathies of fair-minded men, rather than of preserving the discipline 
of the Church. Not only would it be very difficult to frame an under- 
taking of the kind suggested by the Association, but it would be quite 
impossible to enforce it on persons holding a freehold office. It is 
difficult enough at present for the Lord Chancellor to find men who 
are willing to devote themselves to the care of remote and badly-paid 
benefices, and the limitation of his patronage by attempting to exact 
any kind of condition would greatly increase this difficulty; such 
a condition would ‘be regarded as degrading, and would not facilitate 
the task of securing for these parishes clergymen of the better type. 





The Lord Mayor presided on Wednesday in the Mansion House at a 
meeting of the London Diocesan Police Court Mission of the Church 
of England Temperance Society. Referring to the work done by the 
mission, he said that he had seen the effects of it as the Chief Magis- 
trate of London and a visitor for many years to one of the largest 
prisons in the Metropolis. He would like to see a little more deterrent 
influence exercised in the early stage of crime. If the birch was more 
frequently made use of it would be better for many young men, and 
would tend, in conjunction with a certain period of incarceration, with 
gdod food, and the advantage of the ministrations of the prison chap- 
lain, to lead young men to that sense of honesty which should be the 
better policy. 

In the House of Commons, on the 5th inst., Mr. King asked the 
Secretary for Foreign Affairs whether he had received any applications 
for information and advice from any financiers concerning making 
advances to any of the combatant parties in the Balkan wa~; and 
whether he was prepared to give to such financiers the information 
and counsel, but not the support, of the Foreign Office. Sir E. Grey : 
The attitude of His Majesty’s Government towards all loans to any 
belligerent is that financiers must decide in such matters for them- 
selves, and that whatever decision is reached by such financiers is 
taken at their own risk. My reply to any inquiries of this nature 
has been limited to this statement, and I have no knowledge of whether 
loans have been made to any combatants since the war broke out. 
During the Russo-Japanese war loans to one or both combatants were 
brought out at London, Paris, and Berlin. 


The following statement has been issued by the Foreign Office 
respecting the inspection of British ships by belligerents and the 
detention of vessels on the ground that they are carrying contraband 
of war: His Majesty’s Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs thinks it 
would be as well to state that the fact that a British merchant veasel 
has been stopped, visited, or searched at sea by a warship of a belli- 
gerent Power is not of itself a matter of which the owner has a right 
to complain, or which would, unless in exceptional circumstances, 
justify diplomatic action by His Majesty’s Government. It should 
also be understood that the Secretary of State cannot properly comply 
with requests of shipowners and others interested in cargoes consigned 
to ports within the theatre of war in the East to demand the immediate 
release of vessels stopped and detained upon the high seas on the 
ground that they are carrying contraband of war, have been guilty 
of breach of blockade, or are rendering unneutral service to a belli- 
gerent. Vessels are detained in such cases in the exercise of belligerent 
rights, and if a vessel in such circumstances is diverted from her course 
and taken to a beiligerent port, the matter is one to be investigated 
primarily by the Prize Courts of the captor. Diplomatic intervention 
can only properly be invoked if, after the final decision of the Prize 
Courts has been given, such finding appears to be so contrary to recog- 
nized principles of international law as to constitute a denial or failure 
of justice. 

In the House of Commons, on the 4th inst., Mr. Kellaway asked 
the Home Secretary whether his Department was represented at any 
of the inquests held on the 120 persons killed by motor-omnibuses this 
year. Mr. McKenna: The police attended all these inquests. The 
procedure in cases of serious or fatal accident laid down by standing 
regulation is that the local police are required to obtain the assistance 
of an officer from the Pwhlic Carriage Branch possessed of the technical 
knowledge required to enable him to ascertain the cause of the 
accident and to form an opinign as to whether under the circumstances 
anyone could be held seapenlibe, Mr. Kellaway : Are we to take it 
that the only party legally represented at most of these inquests was 
the motor omnibus trust, which was responsible for the deaths? Mr. 
McKenna: The relatives of the deceased persons could also be legally 
represented if they liked. Mr. Kellaway: As a fact, were not the 
relatives or dependants in these cases very poor people who could 
not afford to be legally represented, so that™the facts are put before the 
coroner by one side only? Mr. McKenna: I should think that the 
coroner would see that both sides were fairly given. Mr. King: Will 
the right hon. gentleman instruct one of his legal officers to attend 
these inquests for one month as an experiment? Mr. McKenna: : I do 
not think a distinction can be drawn between persons killed by motor- 
omnibus accidents and other fatal accidents, but I will consider the 
euggestion. 


Before the Croydon County Bench, on Monday, the 3rd of November, 
Walter Ducie, a tram driver, was charged with manslaughter of a 
boy by driving into him. At the close of the case for the prosecution 
Mr. Barker (for the Commissioner of Police) asked the Bench to 
commit for trial, as a primd facie case had been made out and the 
3ench had not to try the accused. Mr. Gibson (for the accused) 
submitted that the Bench ought not to consider whether they would 
commit for trial until they had ascertained whether the accused 
desired to call witnesses, and that they ought to consider the whole 
of the evidence before making up their mind to commit for trial. If 
accused were to be encouraged to state the defence instead of reserving 
it, the knowledge that the justices would consider it in deciding 
whether or not to commit would have that effect; but if upon the case 
of the prosecution only the justices were to be invited to decide as 
to committal it would certainly tend to discourage the accused setting 
out their defence by calling evidence. The test was not whether the 
prosecution had made out a primé facie case, but did the whole 
evidence raise a strong or probable presumption of guilt. If it 
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did, the ac accuse sod should be: sent to take his ; trial. If not, the accused 
ought not to be put in peril, and the charge should be —s ad. 
He referred to a letter Me the Home Office, set out in 57 J. 236, 
and FP. V. Carden (28 W. R. 133). The evidence of the Lona was 
then taken, and the justi diemissed the charge. 

In the Hovee of Commons, on Wednesday, says the Times, Mr 
Cassel asked the Chancellor of the Exe hequer whether his attention 


had been called to a recent decision of the High Court that the deduction | 


of income-tax without the sanction of an Act of Parliament wae illegal | 


and a contravention of the Bill of Rights; whether it was proposed “to 


reimburse to the persons who had made such illegal deduction pe sums 
they might be called upon to pay in respect of loes of interest conse 


quent upon euch deductions ; and what course it was intended to take in | 


the matter Lord R. Cecil asked the Chancellor of the Exchequet 
whether. in view of the decision in Bowles v. Bank of Kngland, he 
proposed to take any steps to reimburse thoee taxpayers from whom 
income-tax wae illegally levied between the 5th of April and the 7th 
of August of this year. The Chancellor of the Exchequer : The answer 
to the first part of the hon. and learned member's question is in the 
affirmative, and the answer to the second part and to the question 


etanding in the name of the neble lord the member for Hitchin is in | 


the neyative. With regard to the third part of the hon. member's 
question T propose to introduce legielation dealing with the matter. 
Lord R. Cecil asked why the right hon. gentleman had arrived at the 
decision not to reimburse taxpavers for the loss they had _ illegally 
euffered The Cha ellor of th Exchequer said, ae he had stated to 
the House, he had followed the practice which had been continued over 
a coneiderable number of vears, a practice which had been unchallenged 
and had been accented by every Chancellor of the Exchequer and every 
Government. He had known for eome time that it was intended to 
challenge the practice in the courts. and that was why he intended to 
introduce a clanee into the next Budget Bill Sir A. Griffith Boscawen 
asked why. if the right hon. gentleman knew that the practice was 
illegal, he fought the se in the court. The Chancellor of the Exche 
quer eaid the practice had been followed for such a long time that he 
thought it right that a case ehonld be preeented for judicial decision. 
The practice had been followed for euch a long time by successive 
Governments that it v 1 cerious thing to change it. 


New Qvueensranpn Loan.—The issue is announced of £2,000.006 
Oneensland Government 4 per cent. Tnse ribed Stock, 1940-1950. appli l 
tione for which will be received bw the Rank of England at the price 
of 99 per cent Holders of the £1,466.500 Oueensland Government 4 
per cent tonds, due the Ist of January, 1913, may exchange thei 
honds for a like amount of the new stock. receiving in addition a pay 
ment of £1 ner cent. on the nominal amount of the bonds surrendered. 
heing the difference hetween the par value of the bonds and the price 
at which the stock is isened. Applications from euch bondholders will 
receive preferential allotment 


Tur LAw anp Pracrice or INTeERPLEADER IN THE Hicn Court snp 
County Courts. With a chapter on the conduct of an Interpleader 
proceedings and complete sets of forms gv S. P. J. Meru, Barris 
ter-at-Law. Price 6s. Butterworth & Co., Bell Yard, W.C.—“ Indis 
pe nsable to Sheriffs and Hi th Bailiffs.”’ [Advt.] 


Rovat Navy.—Parente thinking of the Royal Navy as a profession 
for their sone can obtain (without charge) full ro mt’ Bi of the regula- 
tions for entry to the Royal Naval College, Osborne, the Paymaster 
and Medical Branches, on application. Publication Department, Gieve, 
ae & Seagrove, Ltd., 65, South Molton street, London, W.— 

dvt, 


Wry PayRent? Take an Immediate Mortgage free in event of death 
from the Scorrish Temperance Lire Assunance Co. (Limrrep). Repay 
ments usually less than rent. Mortgage expenses paid by the Company. 
Prospectus from 3, Cheapside, E.C. "Phone 6002 Bank.—Advt. 








Court Papers. 


Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Rota or Reatsteans tx ATTENDANCE ow 


Date. Eurresxcy Aprrat Covrer Mr. Justice 
Rota, No, 2, Jover. Swinrew Eavy. 

Monday Nov. 11 Mr Synge Mr Goldschmidt Mr Charch Mr Bloxam 
Tuesday ........ 12 Chorch Borrer Farmer Beal 
Wednesday ’ Farmer Leach Goldschmidt Syngo 
Bloxam Church Leach Farmer 
’ ” Greawell Synge Borrer Church 
Saturday } Beal Farmer Greswell Goldschmidt 


Mr, Justice Mr, Justice Mr. Justice Mr, Juatice 
Waraixoror. Nevitie. Parken. Evs. 
Monday Nov. Mr Farmer Mr Beal Mr Borrer Mr Leach 
Tuesday ......... 13 Synge Greswell Leach Goldschmidt 
Wednesday 3 Bloxam Borrer Greswell Church 
Thursday......... 1 Goldschmidt Synge Beal Greswell 
Friday .... - ach Farmer Bloxam Beal 
Saturday ......... Church Bloxam Synge Borrer 


Mr, Justice 





Date. 





The Property Mart. 


Forthcoming Auction Sales. 


| WNov. 12.—Messrs. Weatueeart & Geren, at the Mart, at2: Residences, &c. (ee3 
advertisement, page xv, Oct. 26). 
Nov. 19.—Mesers. Hamrrow & Sons, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold and Leasehold Pro- 
perties, &c. (see advertisement, page xiii, Oc". 26). 
Nov. 19.—Mesars. Danret Sutra, Som & Oaxusry, at Cricklade, at 2.30: Dairy H»ld- 
| ing, &c. (see advertisement, back page, Oct. 19). 
Nov. 20.—Messrs, Dovetas Youre & Co., ab tho Mart, at 2: Freehold Ground Rents 
(see advertisement, page xiii, Oct. 26). 
Dec. 4—Messrs. Dantes Suita, Sow & Oaxcey, at the Mart: Residences, Building 
Estate, &c. (see advertisement, page xiii, Oct. 26). 
Dec. 10.—Messrs. Honwe & Co., at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Bailding Site (see 
advertisement, page xiii, Oct. 26). 
Dec. 18,—Mesars, WeaToeratt & Gaeew invite tenders for Freehold Site (see adver- 
| tisement, page xv, Oct. 26), 


Result of Sale. 
Reversions, Share in Possession, Shares. 


| Messrs. H. BE. Foster & Cranrietp held their usual Fortnightly Sale of these 
| interests, at the Mart, Tokenhouse-yard. E.C., on Thursday last, whea the following 
Lots were sold, the total realised being £7,3#):— 


ABSOLUTE ——— 
To £1,392 10s, ° 
To £1,000 ° 
To £2,360 ee ee ee 
To £10,000 . oe oo 
To £650 
ONE-TWELFTH SH ARE in lee ssion ; also  ONE-TWELFTH 
SHARE in Reversion of Valuable Land ° ee 
SHARES in various Mining and other Undertakings oe ee 


Sold £700 








Winding-up Notices. 
London Gazette,—FRIDAY, Nov. 1. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 

Lrurrep rm Cmanocery. 


AMALGAMATED OIL PIpk-LiINES OF GALICIA Lrp.—Creditors are required, on or befme 
Dec 3, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 
to Edward Davies, 5, London Wall bldgs. Bischoff & Co, 4, Great Winchester st, 
solors for the liquidator. 

ASHANTI BILPRAW, LTp.—Creditors are rquired on or before Nov 30, to send their names 
and addresses, ani the particulars of their debts or claims, to Alfred Green, 85, 
London Wall, liquidator. 

ASHLEY'S (SCARBOROUGH), LTp.—Petn for winding up, presented Oct 23, directed to be 
heard Nov 16. Peckover & Co, 5, Greek st, Leeds, solors for the ‘pe tnr, whose address 
for service in London is at Messrs. Vincent & Vincent, 20, Bidge row, Cannon st. Notice 
of appearing must reach the above named not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon 
of Nov 15. 

BEMBROSE DALZIEL, Ltp (IN LIQUIDATION).—Creditors are required, on or before Dec 
13, to jsend intheir names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts of 
claims to Robert Gordon, 32, Old Jewry, liquidator. 

MAIKOP AND EASTERN O1L Co, Lrp.—Petn for winding up, presented Oct 29, directed 
to be heard Nov 12. Hey wood & Ram, The Outer Temple, 222, Strand, solors for the 
petnrs. Notice of appearing must reach the above named not later than 6 o’clock in 
the afternoon of Nov 11. 

New CROWN FIRELIGHTER Co, LTD. (IN VoLUNTARY LIQUIDATION)—Creditors are 
required, on or before Nov 29, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars 
of their debts, or claims, to Edward Herbert Ingram, 10, Basinghsll st, Liquidator. 

OLYMPIA (ENTERTAINMENTS) Co, Ltp. (IN VOLUNTARY LIQUIDATION)—Creditors are 
required, of or before Dec 3, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars 
of their debts or claims, to Edward C. Moore, 3, Crosby sy, liquidator. 

towgE & Co, Lrp. (IN VOLUNTARY LIQUIDATION).--Creditors are required, on or before 
Nov 29, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, ‘to Edward Herbert Ingram, 10, Basinghall st, liquidator. 

S. FISHER, Lrp.—Creditors are required, on or before Dec 10, to send their names 
and addresses, and the particulars_of their debts or claims, to Percy John Payne, 36 
Hasinghall st, liquidator. 

SHARP Motor-Can Co, Ltp.—Petn for winding-up, presented Oct 24, directed to be 
heard Nov 12. Blackwell & Co, Mitre court chmbrs, Temple, solors for the petnr. 
Notice of appearing must reach the above named not later than 6 o'clock in the 
afternoon of Nov 11 

STEPHEN SWIFT AND Co, Ltp.—Petn for winding-up presented Oct 24, directed to be 
heard Nov 12. Reynolds & Son, 7, Arundel st, Strand, solorsforthe petnr. Notice 
of appearing must reach the above named not later than six o'clock in the afternoon 
of Nov 11. 

Stone Grounp, Ltp—Petn for winding up, presented Nov 1, directed to be heard 
Nov 12. Barber & Son, 13, St Swithin's In, solors to the petnr. Notice of appear- 
ing must reach the above named not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of 
Nov ll. 

Swirt Press, Lro.—Petn for winding up, presented Oct 24, directed to be heard Nov 12. 
Halse & Co, 61, Cheapside, solors for the petnrs. Notice of appearing must reach 
the above nz med not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of Nov Lt. 

THOMAS PUTLAND Ltp.—Petn for winding up, presented Oct 26, directed to be heard 
before the Court, Town Hall, Tunbridge Wells, Dec 6. R. Vaughan Gower, 1, Calverley 
Mount, Tunbridge Wells petn’s solor. Notice of appearing must reach the above 
named not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of Dec 5 


London Gazette.—TUESDAY, Nov 5. 


JOINT STOCK COMPANIES, 
Limitep 18 OmAnogeY. 


INTERCONTINENTAL FINANCE AND DEVELOPMENT Co, LtTD.—Petn for winding up 
presented Oct 31, directed to be heard Nov 19. Warren & Warren, 4. Broad st pl, 
solors for the petnrs. Notice of appearing must reach the above named not later 
than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of Nov 18. 


J, H. KIRKNEsSs, LtD.—Creditors are required, on or, before Dec 9, to send thcir names 
and addresses, and the I of their debts or claims, to Alfred Page and Harry 
Douglas Leather, East ade chmbrs, Leeds, liquidators, 
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LONDON INDUSTRIAL CONTRACT AND FINANCE SYNDICATE, LTD.—Creditors are required: 
on or before Dec 25, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of 
their debts or claims, to H. Hollis, 115, Cannon st, liquidator. 

New UNIVERSAL TRADING Co, Lrp. (IN VOLUNTARY LIQUIDATION).—Creditors are 
required, on or before Dec 31, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars 
of their debts or claims to Harold Lingham Marsh, 26, North John st, Liverpool, 
liquidator. 

SmiTH & Co., Ltp (Bristol)—Creditors are required, on or before Dec 17, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to John James 
Parker, 40, Broad st, Bristol. Barry & Harris, Bristol, solors for the liquidator. 

W. Forp Coatrs, Ltp.—Creditors are required, on or before Nov 20, to send in thei: 
names and addresses, and the particularsjof their debts or claims, to Frederick Middle- 
most Wawn, 48, West Sunniside, Sunderland. 

WALLIS Estates Co, Ltp.—Petn for winding-up, presented Oct 31, directed to be heard 
Novjl9. Finnis & Chessher, 24 and 26, Maddox st, solors for the petnr. Notice of 
appearing must reach the above named not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of 
Nov 18. 

YORKSHIRE MINERALS, LtD—Oreditore are required, on or before Dec 12, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to George Ernest 
Conolly, c.o. Messrs. Whale & Wates, 107, Cannon st Whale & Wates, Cannon st 
solors for the liquidator. P 


—_ 


Resolutions for Winding-up Voluntarily. 


London Gazette—FRIDAY, Nov. 1. 


UPcHERS, LTD. 

J. Terry & Co, LTD. 

SOUTHSEA AUTOMOBILE Co, LTD. 
EDMUNDIAN COPPER MINING CO, LTD. 
YIDDISH OPERA AND OPERETTA Co, LTD. 
Huspert ALLEN & Co, LTD. 

N. 8, 8. F. SYNDICATE, LTD. 

SANTA KILDA Estancia Co, LTD, 
PANHANDLE LAND Co, LTD. 

PORTSMOUTH CONSERVATIVE CLUB Co, LTD. 
P. W. Taytor & Co, LTD. 

CANADIAN HOTELS, LTb. 

OLYMPIA (ENTERTAINMENTS) Co, LTp. 
WEST AFRICAN MERCANTILE AGENCY, LTD. 
LLoyD, SmrtH & DRucKER, LTD. 

MUREX SYNDICATE Co, LTD. 

(LAY Cross Motor Bus Co, Ltp. 

DOUGLAS MANUFACTURING Co, LTD. 
MARINE TRUST, LTD. 


London Gazetie—TUESDAY, Nov. 5. 


ORCHESTRINA, LTD. 

UNIVERSAL SCREW AND STEEL Co, LTD. 

THORNTON, LTD. 

BUCKMAN ENGINEERING (PARENT) Co, LTD. 
YORKSHIRE MINERALS, LTD. 

PKocess SYNDICATE, LTD 

NEW UNIVERSAL TRADING CO, LTD, 

PICTUREDROME (GLASGOW), LTD. 

URAL EXPLORATION SYNDICATE, LTD. 
BUCKINGHAMSHIRE FIBREBOARD CO, LTD. 

FRANK SMYTHSON, LTD. 

LONDON BANK OF MEXICO AND SOUTH AMERICA, LTD. 
FarRY Morors, Lrp. i 

ScoTT STEAM SHIPPING Co, LTD. 

ERNEST BROTHERS, LTD. 

PORTER AND COULTHARD, LTD. 

LONDON INDUSTRIAL CONTRACT AND FINANCE SYNDICATE, LTD. 


Creditors’ Notices. 
Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 


Last Day or Cratm. 
London Gazette.—FRIDAY, Nov. 1. 


Asup, Louisa, St Leonards on Sea Dec12 Wainwright & Co, 9, Staple Inn 

BAKER, JOHN GEORGE, West Hoathly, Sussex Dec7 Taylor & Brywen, Billiter st 

—— EMMA, Bishops Cleeve, Gloucester Dec 7 Griftiths & Waghorne, Chel- 
tenham 

BARTLETT, WILLIAM OLDFIELD, Parkstone, Dorset Nov 30 Bartlett & Gregory, New sq 

BARTON, JOSEPH, Brighton Nov 30 Triggs & Vo, Guildford. 

Briegs, Henry, Greetiand, Yorks Dec 2 Garsed, Elland 

BULLEN, WILLIAM, Cheltenham Nov 25 Brown & brown, Deal 

CooK, HANNAH, Mare st, Hackney Dec7 Syrett & Sons, Finsbury pymt 

CURRAN, HANNAH, Carlisle, Cumberland Nov 29 Halton & Hoogson, Carlisle 

DOWELL, ELIZABETH, Guilsboreugh, Northampton Dec 21 Browne & Wells, North- 
ampton 

GLOVER, JANE, Hastings Dec10 Covell, Arundel st 

HANSOM, RICHARD, Kgglescliffe, Durham Nov 15 Faber & Co, Stockton on Tees 

HARGREAVES, MARY, Barton, Lancs Dec 2 Forshaw & Co, Preston 

HEPWORTH, SARAH, Harrogate Dec10 Hepworth & Chadwick, Leeds 

a P meee THOMPSON, Tunbridge Wells Dec 23 Cheale & Son, Tunbridge 
Wells 

JEFFERYS, EDWARD WILKINSON, Strood, Kent Dec 24 Prall & Co, Rochester 

JONES, DANIEL, Stroud, Glos Dec7 Little & Whittingham, Stroud 

JonESs, JoHN, Liandilo, Licensed Victuailer Dec 9 Williams & Hurley, Llandilo 

JONES, WILLIAM BEALE, Newman st, Oxford st Dec 14 Parson & Co, Lime st 

KEEVIL, FRANK, Bramber rd, Fwham Dec 1 Cooney, North End rd, West Kensing- 








ton 

LEBON, ALFRED OAKLEY, Crouch hill Dec7 Ward & Co, King st, Cheapside 

LES, JOHN, Brentford Dec1l Hogan & Hughes, Arthur st 

LONNEN, WILLIAM HuGHa, Cardiff Nov 22 Robertson, Cardiff 

ao ELIZABETH Lovisa, Upper Parkstone, Poole Dec 2 ‘Trevanion & Co, 

‘oole 

MACKERETH, ISABELLA, Rickmaneworth Dec16 Tallent-Bateman & Co, Manchester 

MACKLIN, GEORGE, Cronin rd, Peckham, Pawnbroker Nov 30 Attenborough & Sons, 
Thavies inn, Holborn circus 

MERRY, HENRY, Cheltenham Nov 30 Rickerby & Co, Cheltenham 

MOSKLY, SIMEON, Broadhurst gdns, Hampstead, Chinaware Merchant Dec14 Halford, 
Mortimer cres, St John’s Wood 

NEATE, HENRY, Kimptor, Southampton Nov 30 Bracher, Maidstone 

Nock, Harry TYNDALL, Birmingham, Corn Merchant Nov 30 Slater & Co, Dar- 


laston 
Noot, JAN#, Horsham, Sussex Nov 30 Ruston & Co, Brentford 





‘PALLIER, FRANCOIS THEOPHILE, Longjumeau, Corbeil, France, Landowner \Nov 30 


Grunebaum, Ely pl 

PARSONNS, EDWARD, Chase Side, Enfie’d, Middlx Dec 16 Rumney, Craven st, Strand 

PEEL, EDWARD, Clifton hill, New Cross Nov 30 Foy, Walbrook 

PENMAN, ALICE SUSAN, Newport, Mon Dec2 Evans, Newport, Mon 

PorTer, ELIZA FRANCES, Hove Dec7 Minet & Co, King William st 

POWELL, JOHN JESNEY, Dundas, nr Sydney, New South Wales, Miner Dec 5 Wilkinson 
& Marshall, Newcastle upon Tyne 

POWELL, JOSEPH, Sydney, New South Wales Dec 5 Wilkinson & Marshall, Newcastle 
upon Tyne 

SANDERCOCK, HENRY, Roundhayes, St Gennys, Cornwall, Yeoman Dec 3 Palme, 
Launceston 

SAUNDERS, HENRY GEORGE, Alexandra rd, Upper Norwood Dec 17 Hallowes & Carter, 
tedford row 

ScHONHUT, FREDERICK, Rotherham, Yorks, Pork Butcher Dec 16 Oxley & Coward, 
Rotherham 

Sim, JAMES DUNCAN STUART, Richmond, Surrey, CB Dec 10 Payne & Co, New sq, 
Lincoln's inn 

SMART. KATHERINE ALEXANDER COLQUHOUN, Blackfordby Vicarage, nr Burton on Trent 
Nov 30 Smith & Co. Ashby de la Zouch 

Smit, ANNIE, Wavertree, Livernool Dec 31 Harrison & Burton, Liverpool 

THORP, JOHN WALTER HooK, Macclesfield Dec 1 Slater & Co, Monchester 

TURNBULL, REGINALD MARCH, Broadlands rd, Highgate, Shipowner D:c 1 Sherriff, 
Billiter st 

WEBSTER, MARGARET AINSLIE. Durham pl, Chelsea Dec 7 Ellis & Co, Albemarle st 

West, PuBer ANN, Walsall Dee Thompson & Warmington, Dudley 

WHALLEY, JoserH, Rochdale Dec 2 Molesworth & Co, Rochdale 

WILcock, JouN, Milnthorpe, Westmorland Dec 4 Clark & Gardner, Tancaster 

WORRALL, ANDREW, Bollington, Chest'r Nov 30 Oldfield, Maccl: sfleld 





London Gazette—TURSDAY, Nov.!5. 

RARNARD, SUSANNA ELIZABETH, Bengeo, Hertford Dec 31 Longmore & Co, Hertford 

BELL, JOHN, Waldeck rd, West Green, Middlx Nov 17 Pitman. Finsbury sq 

BRooME, WILLIAM Brrp, Oldham, Fstate Agent Nov 30 Holroyd, Oldham 

CARTER, LILIAN, St Jude's Vicarage, Commercial st Dec 4 Charsiey & Reynolds 
Slough 

CurRTIS, FANNY, Beckesham, Kent Nov 30 Freeman & Son. George st, Hanover sq 

DENT, JESSIE MATILDA SopHIA Powerscroft rd, Clapton Dec 17 Layton:, Budge row 

FITCH. ERNEST FREDERICK, Margate, Kent Dec 2 Attenborough & Sons, Thavies inn, 
Holborn circus 

Grpny, DANIEL, Cowbridge. Glam Dec 1 Stockwood, Cowbrid re 

GILL, Ernest Compton, Hathorby, Glos Dec 10 Lawrence, Essex st 

Grick, JAMES THOMAS, Olton, Warwick Jan 1 Lane & Co, Brminzham 

HEELIS, JAMES, Eccles. Lancs Dec 9 Slater & Co, Manch ‘ster 

HOLLIDAY. SAMUEL, Monkscaton, Nort'umberland Nov 30 Bainbridge, Newcastle 
on Tyne 

HUGHES, ALFRED COLIN, Birmingham, Builder Dec 7 Gateley & Sons, Birmingiiam 

INGLEFIELD, EMILY MARY, Heaton Chapel. nr Manchester Dec 16 Marriott & Co, 
Manchester 

JOURDAIN, SEYMOUR WILLIAM AvausTcs, Cromwell rd, South Kensington, Wine Mer- 
chant Dec 5 Barclett & Gregory, New sq, Lincoln's inn 

KNIGut, W A R. Dorset eq Dec 5 Bischoff & Co, Grext Winchester st 

LAWLEY, EMMA, Handsworth, Staffs Decl Price, Birmingham 

LEIGH, LYDIA SARAH, Swinton, Lancaster Dec 9 Dendy & Paterson. Manchester 

LOPES, GEORGIANA EMMA, Bradford on Avon, Wilts Nov 29 Corbould & Co, Henrietta 
st. Cavendish sq 

McINTYRE, ANDREW' Enfield Nov 30 Winter & Plowman. Basinghall st 

MESSENT, WILLIAM THOMAS, Pretoria rd, Streatham Dee 1 Burton & Co, Surrey st 


= 
ATHERTONS 1°22: 


THE LEADING FIRM OF LEGAL PARTNERSHIP 
AND SUCCESSION NEGOTIATORS. 


TO SOLICITORS. 


We desire to hear from gentlemen seeking a Partner or 
wishing to dispose of their Practices, as at the moment 
we have an exceptionally large number of eligible 
gentlemen with considerable capital awaiting openings. 


GENERAL NOTES. 


We are located in the most convenient centre of the Lezal 
World, and our offices can be used by Solicitors from the 
provinces desirous of meeting their clients in London. 
Professional gentlemen can rely upon the strictest 
confidence being observed in all matters, as Corres- 
pondence is only dealt with bv the Principals. Our 
staff is thoroughly experienced in every detail of 
arranging Partnerships and Successions. 


PROMPTITUDE. 


The keynote of our success consists mainly in the rapid 
and thorough manner in which we carry out our clients’ 
instructions, whether they are to Sell a Practice, obtain 
one, or provide a Partner. We invite correspondence. 


MANAGING CLERKS. 


We have on our Registers Admitted Solicitors prepared 
to act as Chief Clerks, and can supply suitable gentlemen 
to Firms requiring responsible Clerks at a moment’s 
notice, 








‘ 





LIMITED, 














WRITE 


Telephone: 2482 Holborn, Telegrams! 


“ Alacrious, London.” 


LIMITED, 











ATHERTON 


63/4, Chanoery Lane, 
London 
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MoNCKTON, Purtip Epuunp, Christchurch, Hants Dec 10 Wing & Son, Nottiog- Is 


ham 


NELSON, Rosetta EvitzapetTa, Necton, Norfolk Dec 7 Matthews, Swaffham 
Dee 15 Whites & Co, Budge | Sraeam, ELIZABETH, Whittington Moor, Derby Dec 5 Shipton & Co, Chesterfield 


Norton, ARTHUR TREHERN, CB, Ashampstead, Berks 
row 

PARROTT, FREDERICK 

PRARSON, THOMAS, Bolton, Cotton Spinner Dec 15 


chester 
RANKING, JoHN Enenezer, Tunbridge Wells D:c 9 
Wells 


REDMAYNE, GEORGE TUNSTAL, Haslemere, Surrey Dec 10 


Carey st 


REIp,’FREDERICK Gorpoy, Acton, Middix Dec5 Hart & Co, Chincery In 
ROGERS, REGINALD WILLIAM Scort, Yarmouth, Isle of Wight Nov 30 Rogers & 


Son, Falmouth 


SMITHSON, JAMES, Scarborough Dec 13 Hick & Hands, Scarborough 


Bankruptcy Notices. 


Lond m Gazette. —TURSDAY, Oct 29. 
ADJUDICATIONS. 


Beynon, EDGAR Ge oRGe, Swansea, Builder Swansea 
Pet Oct 25 Ord Oct 25 

BODKIN, FREDERICK SDWIN, Berners st, Artist High 
Court Pet Oct 21 Ord Oct 24 

BRAMLEY, ARTHUR BLACKBURN, Castleford, Yorks, Hay 
Dealer Wakefleld Pet Oct 25 Ord Oot 25 

BROWN, CHARLES SAMUSBL, Croydon Croydon Pet Oct 9 
Ord Oct 25 

BusH, Harry Heoiey, Tavistock, Devon Plym uth 
Pet Sept 12) Ord Oct 25 

BYE, RICHARD Percy, Sheffield, Outfitter SheTield Pet 
Oct 24 Ord Oct 24 

CLANCY, GseoRGE GABRIEL, and JosErH Leo CLANCY, 
Chorlton on Medlock, Manchester, Boot Dealers Man 
chester Pet Oct2t Ord Oct 24 

CLAYTON, ALFRED GroroR, Welling, Kent, Draper 
Rochester Pet Oct 25 Ord Oct % 

CLIFTON, ALPERT, Gre-t Yarmouth, Fish Merchant Great 
Yarmouth Pet Oct 456 Ord Oct 25 

Cooke, WALLACE, Luton, Beds, Tobicconist Luton Pet 
Oct 26 Ord Oct 26 

CRATES, ALBERT West Whitchurch,Glim, Grocer Cardiff 
Pet Oct 24 Ord Oct 24 

DEWDNEY, SIONEY JOHN, Devonport, Shipwright Ply 
mouth Pet Oct 26 Ord Oct 24 

DICKER, SAMUEL, Seaford, Sussex, Contractor, Lewss 
Pet Oct 24 Ord Oct 24 

ELDRED, Exnest BLAKE, Ipswich, Baker Ipswich Pet 
Oct 25 Ord Oct 25 

EVANS, CHARLES, Oswestry, Boot Repainr Wrexham 
Pet Oct 24 Ord Oct 24 

FORSBERKY, HENRY ARCHIBALD HAMMOND, WILLIAM 


FORSBERRY, and AMOS MOULTON, Leicesier, Tailors | 


Leicester Pet Oct 24 Ord Oct 24 

HART, MARK, Blackpool, Jeweller 
Ord Oct 24 

HENLEY, JAMES, Deal, Cycle Agent Canterbury Pet 
Och 24 Ord Oct 24 

HESELTON, THOMAS, Stockton on Tees, Insurance Agent 
Stockton on Tees Pet Oct 25 Ord O-t 2 


JACKSON, MONTAGUE LEONARD, Nottingham Nottingham | 


Pet sept 16 Ord Oct 24 
JINKS, JOSEPH HOLLINSHEAD, Shenton, Leic ster, Farmer 
Leicester Pet Oct 25 Ord Oct 25 
KING, REGINALD WILLIk, Ely, Camb:, 
bridge Pet Aug 20 Ord Oct 26 
LANGRIDGR, Lewis, North Chap2l, Sussex, Farmer 
Brighto1 Pet Oct 25 Ord Oct 25 


Butcher Cam- 


Moore, DAVID ARCHDALE, East Heddon, nr Wylam, | 


Northumberland, Farmer Newcastle upon Tyue Pet 
Oct 25 Ord Oct 25 

Moss, ISAAC, Buxton, Hotel Keeper Stockport Pet Sept 
ld Ord Oct 25 

Nortoy, THomas Henry, Doncaster, Insurance Agent, 
Sheffield Pet Oct% Ord Oct 25 


O BRien, JOHN ALLAN, Keighley, Yorss, Turf Commission | 


Agent Bradford Pet Occ 25 Ord Oct 25 


Scorr, Joan Herrert, Blackburn, Hatter B'ackbarn | 


Pet Ot 25 Ord Oct 25 

Simpsos, Ono Louts DAVID MACKAY, Arundel! st, Strand, 
Solicitor High C mrt PeoJuly9 Ord Oct 24 

TAOMAS, DAVID BowEN, Gorseinon, Glan, Builder Swan- 
sea Pet Oct 26 Urd Oct 26 

TOPHAM, ALFRED, Little Horton, Bradford, Egg Merc:ant 
Bradford Pet Oct 24 Ord Oct 24 

TURNER, WILLIAM, Middlesbrough, Painter Middles- 
brough Pet Oct 25 Ord Oct 45 

WALKER, THOMAS, Worcester, Chemist's Assistant Wor- 
cester Pet Oct 23 Urd Oct 23 

WELSBY, SARAH ANNE, Stockton Heath, Chester War- 
rington Pet Oct 25 Ord Oct 25 

WHITEHEAD, ALFRED, Wom »well, Yorks, Joiner Barasle 
Pet Oct 1l Ord O:t 26 

WILLANS, RicHarv Harte KEATNIZE, Jermya at, Picca- 
dilly High Court Pes May9 Od On 24 


WILLIAMSON, GEORGE LITTL ORY, Fu'ham rd, Salesman 
| Watters, Hevay, Hunton, Kent, Fruit Farmer Maidstone 


High out Pet Oct 24 Ord Oct 24 


Woop, Capt ArtHur Hersert, Kings rd, Chelsea High 
Court Pet Sept 16 Ord Ot 24 


Amended Notice substituted for that one 
in the London Gazette of Oct 


Lyox, Gaorcre Henry, New ~~ ery Midalx, Traveller 
Edmonton Pet Oct 18 Ord Oct 1 


Henbury, Glos Dec 31 Crossman & Co, Thornbury, Glos 
Ballock & Co, Manchester 
POINTING, WILLIAM, Sale, Chester, Licensed Victualler 


Preston Pet Oct 9} 


| Rye, Lota, Ilford, Essex Chelmsford Pet Ost 7 Ord 
| Ricaargpsos, Eaxest, Horsforth, nr Leeds, Shop Assistant 


| Tonver, Fraanx Wooosact, Brierley Hill, Staffs, Boot- 


Manchester 


Souse, Jouta, Bromley, Kent Nov 30 Latter «& oo Bromley 
SPAN, ABRAM, Lower Broughton, M er, 





nan Dec 7 Milne & Co, 


SuGpEN, Davrp HALL, Keig iley, Yorks, Warp Twister Nov 11 Dewhirst. Keighley 


TASKER. James, Alderney st, 


Dec 2 Hinchcliffe, Man- Victoria st 


TAYLOR, SARAH, Cleckheaton, 


Pimlico, Loan soziety's Secretary Decl0 Yielding & Co, 
nt Sidmouth, Devon Dec 2 Potter & Co, Queen 
Yorks Nov 29 Sugden, Cleckheaton 


Vincent sq, Westminster 
TAYLOR, RICHARD, Sidbury, 


Greenip & €>, Tunbridge | Timmins, ETHEL MARION, CJllingham gdns, South Kensington Dec 5 Galsworthy, Old 


Jewry chmb-s 


Waterhouse & Co, New ct, | Wurrrome, Joan, Brighton 


Woop, Mary EtizaBeEd, Rochester, Kent Jan1 
WORTLEY, WriLuram, New North rd, Licensed Victusller Dec 17 Kendrick, Great 


Winchester st 


Nov 30 Godfree & Godfree, Brighton 
Mason & Co. Gresham st 


Wyse, EDWARD VINCENT, Quinta Nova Carcavellos, Portugal Dec 9 GoddarJ, Clement's 


inn, Strand 





London Gazette.—FRipay, Nov. 1. 


RECEIVING ORDERS. | 


| Awery, Roserr Taoarr, Barnston, Chester, Builder 


Birkenhead Pet Oct5 Ord Ost 28 

Awprew3, Atragp Georct, Mortlake, Surrey, Grocer 
Wandsworth Pet Oct 30 Ord Oct 30 

Axcnes, Watrse, Harrogate, Journeyman Joiner York 
Pet Oct 29 Ord Uct 29 

Bocas, Wa.Te«r, Stowlangtoft, Suffolk, Shoemak:r Bury 
St Edmunds Pet Owt 29 Ord Uct 29 

Baansos, A V, Haslemere, Surrey High Court Pet Oct 1 
Ord Oct 29 

Davievs, Josera Jony, Reaisato Witrarp Danes, and 
Faaxk Scuwaare, Park st, Borough Market High | 
Court Pet sept19 Ord Oct 30 

Evaxs, Avevstus Gsonace, Glastonbury, Somerset, 
Panter Welis Pet Oct 29 Ord Oct 29 

Gicpert, James, Wednesbury, Gas Fitter Walsall 
Pet Oct 25 Ord Oct 29 

Gaeexwooo, Watter Brighouse, Draper Halifax Pet 
Oct 28 Ord Oct 28 : 

Hace.t, Atrreo Lataem, Maswell Hiil, Furniture 
Dealer -High Court Pet Oct 30 Ord Oc 

Hanais, Tuomas, Cymmer. Porth, Glam, Collery Fireman 
Pontypridd Pet Oct 29 Ord Oct 29 

Hveuss, Ricnaro, Llandudno, Coal Merchant Nant- 
wich Pet Oct 29? Ord Oct 29 ; 

Ives, Eaxest, Mountain Ash, Glam, Colliery Haulier 
Aberdare Pet Uct 30 Ord Oct 30 

Jackson, Atsert, Crewe, General Hardware Dealer 
Nantwich Pet Oct 29 Ord Oct 29 ; 

Kenneoy, Feevseick Rivess, Palace mans, Kensington, 
High Court Pet Oct 4 Ord Oct 30 , 

Kixa, Jous, Middlesbrough, General Carrier Middles- | 
brough Pet Uct 7 Ord Oct 238 } 

Kite, Fecix, Maidstone, House Agent Maidstone Pet 
Uct 30 Ord Oct 30 

Lees, Emma, Hanley, Staffs, Hairdresser Hanley Pet 
Oct 23 Ord Oct 23 

Lesxaagp, J Micyer, Leadenhall st High Court Pet Aug 
28 Ord Oct 30 } 

Loap, Mattaew, Egremont, Chester, Outfitter Birken- 
head Pet Sept 2i Ord Oct 28 

Moone, Atnert, Blaencwm, Treherbert, Glam, Coal Minex 
Neath Pet Oct 28 Ord Oct 28 

Nicaot, Hzxtey Grose, Northwood, Middlx, Financi:! | 
Agent St Albans Pet May 24 Ord Oct 3) 

Nicao.as, ALaeat, Plymouth, Refreshment House keeper 
Plymouth Pet Oct 30 Ord Oct 30 

Pows.t, Jons Dowotne, Epping, Essex Edmonton Pet 
Oct 2 Ord Oct 29 

Procrar, Josspn Aatave, Bradford, Warehouseman Brad- 
ford Pet Oct 29 Ord Uct 29 

Pursey, Taomas Josera, Westbourne, B aan. ' 
Dealer in Art Needlework Poole Pet Oct 28 Ord 
Oct 28 

Quistros, J P, Finsbury Pymt House, Company Promoter, | 
High Court Pet Aug 28 Ord Oct 30 


Ost 30 


Leeds Pet Oct 29 Ord Oct 29 

Rooers, WitttaM Tuomas, Carmarthen, Plumber Carmar- 
then Pet Oct 30 Ord Oct 39 

Sacckssirra, Epwis Heyry, Kingston upon Hall, Grocer 

ingston upon Hull Pet Occ 29 Ord Uct 29 

Sitvasrer, Josern, Heanor, Derby, Platelayer's Labourer 
Derby Pet Ovt 23 Ord Oct 28 

S.y, Cuaaces Heaseat James, Leeds, Comnission Agent 
Leeds Pet Oct 23 Ord Oct 28 

Sreraenson, Atrasp Easest, North Shields, Grocer 
Neweastie upon Tyne Pet Oct29 Ord Oct <9 

Tay.or, Joux, Leeds Estate Agent Leeds Pet Oct 29 
Ord Oct 29 

Taorre, Warsow, and Ronerar CHarues wor 
Bradford, Carriers Bradford Pet Ost 28 Ord Ovt 23 

Trcpestey, Roneat Wievtam, Tarybergh, nr Rotherham, 
Chemist and Druggist ‘Bheffisid Pet Oct 29 Ord 
Oct 29 

Tearritr, Wituram Eowcs, Spencers’ Wood, nr Reading 
Berks, Builder Reading Pet Oct 23 Ord Oct 28 


maker Stourbridge Pet Uct 45 Ord Oct 25 
Vaacey, Jous Anam, Bradford, Tobacconist Bradford Pet 
Oct 17 Ord Oct 28 


Pet Oct 7 Urd Oct 30 

Warkins, Witttam, Maesycoed, Pestyguen, Collier Ponty- 
pridd Pet Oct 29 Ord Oct 

Wisreasvaeyx, Wictiam, og Tailor Leicester Pet 
Uet 29 Oct 29 

Youre, Gronos, Minster, Pua, Kent, Butcher Canter- 
bury Pet Oct 29 Ord Oc 





FIRST MEETINGS. 


Aecage, Wacrer, Harrogate, Yorks, Journeyman Joiner 
os at 3 Off Rec, The Ked House, Duncombe pl 
Yor 

Beax, Cuaaves Agtavr, we + Sutton, Chester Produce 
Balesman Nov i2at 11 Off Kec, Union Marine bldgs 

Dale st Liverp ol 

—- ov, A V, Haslemere, Surrey Nov 14 at 11 Bank- 
ruptey bldgs. Carey st 

Bys, Ricaaap Peacy, Sheffield, Outfitter Nov 13 at 11,30 
Off Rec, Figtree In, She eld 

Cur ros, Aupert, Great Yarmouth Fish Merchant Nov9 
at 12.3) Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

Cooxe, Wattace, Luton, Tobecconist Nov ll at 12 Off 
Rec, The Parade, Northampton 

Caates, ALutat West, Whitchurch, Glam, Grocer Nov 11 
at3 117,8t Mary st, Cardiff 


| Dastecs, Josera Jonn, Reatinacp Witresp Daniecs, and 


Feayxk Scuwaats, Park st, Borough Market Nov 14 
atl Ban«ruptey bidgs, Carey st 
Faexca, Fitz Stepnen J F, Portsmouth Novilat3 Of 
Rec, Cambridge Junction, High st, Portsmouth 
Giseat, James, Weinesbury, Staffs, Gisfitter Nov 12 at 
12 Off Ree, 30, Licfizid st, Wolverhampton 


| Gwitum, Joax, Peterchurch, Hereford, Farmer Nov 9 at 
ul 


Offa st, Hereford 


Gaesxwoop, Wattes, Brignouse, Draper Nov 11 at 10°45 


Couaty Court, Prescott st, Halifax 
Hacewt, Atrazsp Latuau, Maswell a, Furniture 
Dealer Nov il at 11.30 Bankru , Carey st 


ptey 
Haguts, Taomas, Cymm-r, Porth, Glam, Volley Firemin 
Nov 12 at 12 Off Rec, St Catherine's chmbrs, 8: 


ee Nov 9 at 11 Off Rec, 


Catherine st, Ponty 


13, Winckley st, Preston 

ILes, Baxest, Mouatain Ash, Colliery Gaulier Nov 13 at 
11.30 Off Rec, 8t Catherine's chmbrs, 8t Catherine at, 
Pontypridd 

Jackson, Aunert, Crewe, General Hardware Dealer Nov 
9ati2 Of Kec, Newcastle, Staffs 

Kensuvy, Faepericx Rivers, Palace mans, Kensington 
Nov 12at1 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Lees, Emma, Ganley, Stiffs, Hairdresser Nov 9 at 
iL. Of Rec, Newcastle, Staffordshire 

LENNARD, J MILNER, Leadenhall st Nov 12 at 11.30 
Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

LORD, MATrHEW, Egrem ni, Chester, Outfitter Nov 12 
at 12 Off Ree, Union Marine blidgs, 11, Dale st, 
Liverpool 

Moorg, ALBERT, Blaengwynfi, Glam, Coil Miner Nov 9 
at 11 Off Rec, G.vernment bidgs, St Mary's st 


Swansea 

| Moo xB, DAVID ARCHDALE, Heddon, nr Wylam, North- 
umberland, Farmer Nov i2 at 11 Off Rec, 30, 
Mosley st, Newcastle upon Tyne 

NorroN, [THOMAS dENRY, Doncaster, Insurance Agent 
Nov 13 at 12 Off Rec Figtree lo, Sheffield 

PRITCHARD, RICHA«D GEORGE, Wellesbourne, Warwick, 
Contractor Novil at 3 The Mayor's Parlour, Court 
House, Jury st, Warwick 


| Procrer, JosEPH ARTHUR, Bradford, Warehouseman 


Nov 9 at 11.30 Off Rec, 12, Duke st, "Bradford 

Pursey, THOMAS JOSEPH, “Westbourne, Bourvemouth 
Dealer in Art Needlework Nov 11 at 3.30 Arcade 
chmbrs (firss floor), Bournemouth 

Quinton, J P, Finsbury Pavement House, Company Pro- 
mot:r Nov 1t at 11 Ba-kruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

RICHARDSON, ERNEST, Horsforth, nr Leeds, Shop Assistant 
Nov 13 at 3 Off Rec, 24, Bond st, Leeds 

Rogers, WILLIAM THOMAS, Carmarthen, Plumber Nouv 
12 at 11.30 Off Rec, 4, Queen st, Carmarthen 

Ross, HENRY DoNcAN, Colwall, Hereford, Schoolmaster 
Nov llat5 Belle Vue chmbrs, Belle Vue ter, Malvera 

SAW, ALBERT EDWARD, and CHARLES saw, Watfori, 
Herts, Buildera Nov 11 at 12 Off Rec, 14, Bedford 


row 

SHUCKSMITH, EDWIN Henry, Kingston upon Hall, Groser 
Nov 13 at 11.30 Off Rec, York City Bank chm)rs, 
Lowgate, Hull 

StLvesTer, Joseea, Heanor, Derby, Platelayer'’s Labourer 
Nov l2 atll Off Kec, 4, Castie pl, Par« st, N ottmg- 
ham 

SLY, CHARLES HeRBERT JAMES, Leeds, Commission 
Agent Nov li at 12 Off Rec, 24, Bond si, Leeds 

Spripeson, JOHN WILLIAM, Sandiacre, Derby, Lac: 
Maker's Manager Nov 12 at 1l.su Off Rec, 4, Castile 
pl, Pack st, Nottingham 

TAYLOR, JOHN, Leeds, Estate Agent Nov 13 at 2.30 Off 
Ree, 24, Bond st, Leeds 

THoRPE WATSON, and ROBERT CHARLYS ROBERTSHAW, 
Bradforu, Carriers Nuv 9 at 10.30 Off Rec, 12 Duke- 
et, Bradford 

TURNER, FRANK WOODHALL, Brierley Hill, Staffs, Boot 
maker Nov 11 at 12 Off Rec, 1, Priory st, Dadley 

VARLEY, JoHN ADAM, Bradford, Tobacconist Nov 9 at 11 
Off Rec, 12, Duke st, Bradford 
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WATKINS, WILLIAM, Maescoed, Pontypridd, Collier Nov 
12 at 11.30 Off Rec, St Catherine's chmbra, St Cath- 
erine st, Pontypridd 


WELSBY, SARAH ANNE, Stockton Heath, Cheshire Nov 9 
at ll 


Off Rec, Byrom st, Manches er 
WINTERBURN, WILLIAM, 
O# Rec, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 
ADJUDICATIONS. 


ANDREWS, ALFRED GEORGE, Mortlake, 
Wandsworth Pet Oct 30 Ord Oct 30 

ARCHER, WALTER, Messegete, Journeyman Jviner York 
Pet Oct 29 Ord Oct 

Booats, WALTER, asta scen “ry peeneiae 

’ St Edmunds Pet Oct 29 Ord O« 

CALVERT, GEORGE, and HARRY ro Stewarts rd, Batter 
sea, Masonry Contractors Wandsworth Pet Oct 3 
Ord Oct 28 

Crisp, TOM LAURENCE, Mowsley. Laicester, Grazier 
cester Pet Sept 17 Ord Oct 30 

DAVIES, MORGAN, Godregraig, Glam, Builder Neath 
Oct 12 Ord Oct 28 

EDWARDS, HAROLD BERTRAM, Birmingham, House Agent 
Birmingham Pet Oct 9 Ord Oct 28 

EVANS, AUGUSTUS GEORGE, Glastonbury, Printer 
Pet Oct 29 Urd Oct 29 

FRIESH, RACHMEL, Barking, Essex, To' acco Dealer Hi.h 
Court Pet Oct 14 Ord Oct 29 

GILBERT, JAMES, Wednesbury, Staffs, Gasfitter 
Pet Oct 26 Ord Ost 25 

GREENBAUM, JULIUS, Regent st, 
Court Pet Sept6 Ord Oct 30 

GRE&NWOOD, WALTER, Brighouse, Draper 
Oct 28 Ord Oct 28 

Harris, THOMAS, Cymmer, Porth, Glam, Colliery Fire- 
man Pontypridd Pet ‘Oct 29 ‘Ord Oct 29 

HUGHES, RICHARD, Seve tates, Coal Merchant Nantwich 
Pet Oct 29 Ord Oct 29 

Hossick, JAMES HENRY, eee, Clothier 
Pet Sept 27 Ord Oct 

ILEs, ERNEST, Miskin, - a Ash, Glam, 
Haulier Aberdare Pet Oct 30 Ord Oct 3) 


JACKSON, ALBERT, Crewe, General Hardware Dealer 


Bury 


Lei- 


Pet 


Wells 


Walsall 
Manufacturer High 


Halifax Pet 


Sheffield 


Colliery 


Nantwich Pet Oct 29 Ord Oct 29 


JONES, OWEN PIERCE, > Flint, Ironmonger 
Pet Oct 10 Ord Oct 25 


KITE, FELIX, Maidston2, House Agent 
Oct 30 Ord Oct 30 


LBES. Pam Hanley, Staffs 
Oct 


Bangor 


Maidstone Pet 


Hanley Pet Oct28 Ord 


LORD, aati Egremont, ee, Outfitter 
head Pet Sept 21 Ord Oct 2 

MACKEN, GEORGE, New aaties Surrey, 
Kingston, Surrey Pet Oc. 24 Ord Oct 28 

MILBANK, LEONARD SAVILLE, Fore st, Silk Importer 
High Court Pet Sept 25 Ord Oct 29 

MooRE, ALBERT, Blaenc«m, Treherbert, 
Neath Pet Oct 28 Ord Oct 2S 

NEWMAN, JOHN HERBERT, Villiers st, Strand 
Pet May 10 Ord Oct 30 

NICHOLAS, ALBERT, Plymouth, Yo. ent house Keeper 
Plymouth Pet Oct 30 Ord Oc — 

OSBORN, GEORGE CLIFFORD, io al 
Chelmsford Pet Sept 26 Ord Oct 28 

Pack, WILLIAM RUMMELL, Southampton 
Pet Oct 15 Ord Oct 29 

PAYNE, ARTHUR EDWARD, and REGINALD Paynr, Finchlev 

_ _ — Dealers High Court Pet Oct 1 Ord 


Birken- 


—_ niger 


Coal Miner 


High Court 


Essex, Butcher 


Southampton 


nen —_ BERNARD, ~y¥ 4 Sal s 
Shewsbury Pet Oct 3 Ord Oct 28° alop, Saddler 


Leicester, Tailor Nov 9 at 12 


Surrey, Grocer | 


{ PRITCHARD, RICHARD Geor@s, Wellesbourne, Warwick- | farrres, JOHN, Swansea, Grocer Swansea Pet Oct 16 


shire, Contractor Warwick Pet Oct 25 Ord Oct 29 
| PrRocrer, JoskEPH ARTHUR, Bradford, Warehouseman 
Bradf rd Pet Oct 29 Ord Oct 29 
PursEY, THoMss JosEPH, Westbourne, 

Dealer in Art Needie work Poole Pet Oct 
Oct 28 
| RICHARDS, MABEL, Brighton Brighton Pet Oct 29 
| RICHARDSON, ERN«ST, Horsforth, ne Leeds, 
Assistant Leeds Pet Oct 29 Ori Oct 29 
Rogers, WILLIAM THOMAS, Carmarthen, Plumber 
marthen Pet Oct 30 Ord Oct 30 
SAUNION, HENRI, Bartholomew cfos2, Provision Merchant 
High Court Pet Aug 26 Ord O-t 28 
SHERIDAN, ALBERT EDWARD, Stroud Green rd, 
Park igh Court Pet Sept 4 Ord Oct 26 
SHUCKSMITH, EDWIN Henry, Kingston upon Hull, Grocer 
Kingston upon Hull Pet Oct 29 , Ord Oct 29 
SILVESTER, JOSEPH, Heanor, De~by, Piatelayer's Laboure r 
Derby Pet Oct 28 Ord Oct 23 
Simpson, WILLIAM HENRY, Leicester, 
Pet Ost 8 Ord Oct 29 
Sty, CHARLES Hersert JAMES, Leeds, Com nission Agent 
Leeds Pet Oct 28 Ord Oct 21 
STEPHENSON, ALFRED ERNEST, 
Newcastle upon Tyne Pet Oct x9 
SWAN, EDGAR AUGUSTINE, Maitland park, 
hill High Court PetJan17 Ord Oct 23 
TAYLOR, JOHN, Leeds, Estate Agent Leeds 
Ord Oct 29 


23 urd 


Shop 


Fi nsbury 


Architect Leicester 


North Shields, Grocer 
Ord Oct 29 


Haverst »ck 


Pet Oc’ 29 


THORPE, JOHN WILLIAM, Chesterfield, Derby, Boot Dealer 


Chesterfield Pet Oct 12 Ord Oct 29 

THORPE, WATSON, aud ROBERT CHARLES ROBERTSHAW, 
Bradford, Carriers Bradford Pct Oct 28 Ord Oct 2s 

TILDESLEY, ROBERT WILLIAM, Rotherham, Chemist 
Shéffield Pet Oct 29 Ord Oct 29 

TRAPPITT, WILLIAM EDWIN, Spencers}Wood, pr Reading, 
Builder Keading Pet Oct 28 Ord Oct 28 

TURNER, FRANK WOODHALL, Brierley Hill, Staffs, 
Maker Stourbridge Pet Oct 25 «rd Oct 25 

VARLEY, JOHN ADAM, Bradford, Tobacconist 
Pet Oct 17 Ord Oct 29 

WATKINS, WILLIAM, Maesycoed, Pontypridd, Glam, Collier 
Pontypridd Pet Oct 29 Ord Oct 29 

YounG, GeorGE, Minster, Thanet, Kent, 
terbury Pet Oct 29 Ord Oct 29 


Bradford 


Butcher Can- 


Amended Notice substituted for that 1 ublished 
in the London Gazette of Aug 27: 
GouDGE, ANGELL JOHN, and JOHN FORRESTER, 
gr, Bethnal Green, Pianoforte Manu‘acturers 
Court Pet Aug 24 Ord Aug 24 


sarnett 
High 


London Gazette.—Tursavay, Nov. 5. 


RECEIVING ORDERS. 
BAINES, JOHN PARKINSON, Lancaster, Auctioneer Prest .n 
Pet Oct 31 Ord Oct 31 


BALDREY, CHARLES, Gleaston, 
row in Furness Ord Nov 


BENSLEY, FRANCIS, Colchester, Essex, Butcher 
Pet Uct 31 Ord Oct 31 


BRYNON, OWEN EDWARD, Bwiche Farm, nr Llanlebie, 
marthen, Farmer Carmarthen fet Oct 31 
Oct 31 

DAFT, GEORGE, Nottingham, 
30 Ord Oct 30 

DENNIS, GEORGE, sen. Market Rasen, Lincs, 
Lincoln Pet Oct 31 Ord Oct 31 

EVANS, JAMES YOUNG, Treorchy, Glam, 
pridd Pet Oct31 Ord Oct 31 

FARRAND, THOMAS HENRY, Mansfield, Notts, 
tioner Nottingham Pet Oct 30 Ord Oct 30 

GRIFFITHS, WILLIAM POWELL, Brooke rd, Stoke Newing- 
ton, Cheesemonger's Assistant High Court Pet Nov 
1 Ord Novl 


nr Ulverston, Lancs Bar- 


Colches.er 


Tailor Nottingham 


Draper Ponty- 


Confec- 


Bourncmo uth, | 


Car- | 


| Jonkgs, R, 


| LAWSON, TOM GEORGE, Manchester, Warehouseman 


300 | 


Car- | 
Ord | 


Pet Oct | 


Greengrocer 


Ord Nov 1 

HERZ, GUSTAV, Hatton gdn, Factor 
Sept 24 Ord Novi 

Hig@Ins, WILLIAM HENRy, 
Pet Oct 30 Ord Oct 30 

HILL, JoserH, Horsforth, 
Pet Nov 1 Ord Nov 1 

Hop@son, RICHARD JOHN, Brick ct, erg mans at 
Law High Court Pet Aug 12 Ord Nov 

HOLDER, GEORGE ARTHUR, Bury, Fish Dealer ‘amet 
Pet Oct 31 Ord Oct 31 

HUMMERSTON, JAMES, Leeds, Painter 
Ord Oct 31 

Hunter, GeorRGE Harrison, Ashford, Kent, 
Canterbury Pet Nov 1 Ord Nov 1 

JOINER, WILLIAM, Tunbrid e Wells 
Pet Nov 1 Ord Nov l 

Melksham, Wilts, Bullder 

Ord Nov 1 


High Court Pet 


Cardiff, Organist Cardiff 


Yorks, Boot Repairer Leeds 


Leeds Pet Oct 31 
Tailor 
Tunbridge Wells 


High Court Pet Oct 

th) 

Man- 

Pet Nov l ord Novi 

Manseford st, Hackney, 
High Court Pet Novl Ord Nov 1 

Lortus, MARTIN, Bolton, Boot Repairer 
Nov 1 Ord Nov l 

LOVEKIN, EMMANUBL, Stone, 
Pet Nov 1 Ord Nov 1 

MAXWRLL, FRANCIS JOHN WILLIAM, Trevor sq, Knights- 
bridge High Court Pet Sept 4 Ord Oct 30 

MoRRIS, FRANK WILLIAM, Minster, Kent, Drug Store 
Proprietor Canterbury Pet Nov 1 Ord Nov 1 

PENNEY, ALBERT DENTON, Leeds, Liceised Victualler 
Leeds Pet Oct 30 Ord Oct 30 

POUNDER, ARTHUR, No.tingham Nottingham 
Ord Oct 31 

RAW, Louis HENRY, Salisbury house, London Wall High 
Court Pet Nov 30,1911 Ord July 12 

SKINNER & VENTON, Regent st, Dentists 
Pet Oct 2 Ord Oct 31 

TANNER, ARTHUR JOHN, Exst Coker, Somerset, 
Yeovil Pet Nov2 Ord Nov 2 

TOCHATTI, ELIZABEL, Ravenscourt Park, 
Court Pet Oct 12 Ord Oct 31 

WHITTINGHAM, THOMAS HAND, 
Lincolu Pet Nov 1 Oct Nov 1 

WILDERSPIN, E A, Stratford, E*sex, Mechavical Engineer 
High Court Pet Oct 10 Ord Oct 31 

WITHERS, ALFRED Ross, Jullunder, India 
Pet July 6 Ord Oct 31 

Woop, A COoLPoys, Crowb >rough, Sussex, 
bridge Wells Pet Oct19 Ord Oct 31 

YORK, FRANK, Farmer 
Pet Nov 1 

ZeERoNI, C, Fenchurch st 
Oct 31 

RECEIVING ORDER RESCINDED. 

ELLIS, IstpORE Lewis, Ellistown. nr Leicest-r Ge \tleman 

Leicester Pet Aug 30 Ord Sept 12 Res Novl 
FIRST MEETINGS. 
RoBERT THORPE, 
Olf Rec, 


chester 


LEITER, HARRIS, Cabinet Maker 


Bolton Pet 


Staffs, Dentist Staff. rd 


Pet Oct 31 


High Court 


Farmer 
Chiswick High 


Lincoln, Upholsterer 


High Court 
Architect Tua 


Claverley, Salop, Shrewsbury 


Ord Nov 1 


High Court Pet Sept 28 Ord 


Barnston, Chester, Bu Ider 


AMERY. 
’ Union Marine bidgs, 11, Dals 


Nov 15 at il 
st, Liverpool 

ANDREWS, ALERED GEORGE, Mortlake, Surrey, Grocer 
Nov*ls at 11 132%, York rd, Westminster Bridge rd 

ARMER, RopertT, Strickland, Roger, Westmorland, 
Farmer Nov 13 at 11.45 Off Rec, 16, Corawallis st, 
Barrow in Furness 

BENSLY, FRANCIS, Colchester, Essex, Butcher Nov 13 at 

2.30 Off Rec, 26, Princes st, Ipsw.ch 

BEYNON, EDGAR GEORGE, Swansea, Builder Nov 15 at 11 

Off Rec, Government bidzs, St Mary st, Swansea 








THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND GUARANTEE 


FUND, LIMITED, 


MoOoORGATE STRAT, LOnNPowm, 


ESTABLISHED in 890. 


LICENSES INSURANCE. 
SPECIALISTS IN ALL LICHNSING MATTERS. 
Upwards of 750 Appeals to Quarter Sessions have been conducted under the direction and supervision of the Corporation. 
Suitable Clauses for insertion in Leases or Mortgages of Licensed Property, Settied by Counsel, will be sent on 


POOLING INSURANCE. 
The Corporation also insures risks in oonnection with FIRE, CONSEQUENTIAL LOSS, 
BURGLARY, WORKMEN’S COMPENSATION, FIDELITY CUARANTEE, THIRD PARTY, &o., under 


application. 


a perfeoted Profit-sharing system. 


APPLY FORK PROSPECTUS. 
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BEYNON, OWEN Epwarp, Bwiche Farm, nr Llandebie, 
Carmarthen, Farmer Nov 19 at 11.30 Off Rec, 4, Queen 
st, Carmarthen 

Boaats, WALTER, Stowlangtoft, Suffolk, Shoemaker 
iat 2.15 Off Rec, 36, Princes st, Ipswich 

Dart, Georax, Nottingham, Tailor Nov 15 
Rec, 4, Castle pl, Park st, Nottingham 

DENNISS, GeORGE, sen, Market Rasen, Lincoln, 
grocer Nov 15 at 12.30 Of Rec, 10, Bank st 

DEWDNEY, SYDNEY JounyN, Levonport, Shipwright 

at 3.15 7, Buckland ter, Plymouth 

EpWAkps, HAROLD BERTRAM, Edgbaston, 
House Agent Nov i8atll Ruskin chmbrs, 
Corporation st, Birmiogham 

EVANS, AvGuUsTUs GrorGs, Glastonbarv, Printer 
at 11.30 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 

EVANS, CHARLES, Oswestry, Boot Repairer 
The Priory, Wrexham 

Evans, JAMES Youna, Treorchy, Glam, Draper Nov l5at 
11 off Rec, St Catherine's chmbrs, St Catherine's 
at, Pontypridd 

(1BBs, CHARLES, West Bromwich, General Carrier Nov 13 
at 12 Ruskin chmbra, 191, Corporation st, Birming 
ham 

GiRirritHs, WILLIAM PoWRLL, B 
Cheesemongers Assistant 
bldgs, Carey st 

Hen LEY, JAMR#S, Deal, Kent, Uyels Agent 
Off Rec, 644, Castle st, Canterbury 

Herz, GuSTAV, Hatton gdn, Factor Nov 1 
ruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Hitt, Josers, Horsforth, Yorks, Boot 
at12 Off Rec, 24, Bond st, Leeds 

Hopason, RicHARD Joun, Brick ct, Temple, Barrister at 
Law Novi5 ati2 Bankru:tey bldgs, Carey st 

HUMMERSTON, JAMES, Leeds, Painter Nov 14 at 11 
Rec, 24, Bond st Leeds 

Jomser, WILLIAM, Tunbridge Wells Nov 14 at 12.30 
Rec, 124, Marlborough pl, Brighton 

Owgn Prerce, Rhyl, Flint, Ironmonger 
at 12.30 Crypt Chamberr, Chester 

JONE R, Melksham, Wilts, Builder 
Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

KItR, FeLIx, Maidstone, House 
King st, Maidstone 

Lerren, HARRIS, Minsford st, Hackney, Cabinet 

ov i8atli Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Westmorland, 

Off Kee, lt 


at 11 Of 
Green- 
Lincoln 
Nov l4 


Birmingham, 
ay lyl, 


Nov 13 


Nov 14 at 11.15 


w) 


ooke rd, Stoke Newington 
Nov 15 at 1 Bankruptcy 
Nov 13 


at 10 


at 11 Bauk- 


Repairer Nov 14 


Off 
oft 


JONES Nov 14 


Nov 15 at 11.2 


Agent Nov l4 at ll 9, 


Maker 


MARTIN, ALFRED THompson, Ambleside, 
Provision Merchant Nov 18 at 11 30 
Cornwallis st, Barrow in Furness 

MAXWELL, FRANCIS JOHN WILLIAM, Trevor sq, Knights- 
bridge Novisatl2 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

NICHOLAS, ALBERT, Plymouth, Refreshment House Keeper 
Nov 14at%.45 7, Buckland ter, Piymouth 

PENNEY, ALBERT DENTON, Leeds, Lice sed 
Nov l4at1i.30 Off Rec, 24, Bond st, Leeds 

Raw, Lours Henry, Salisbury house, London Wall 

i4ati2 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

TT, JOHN HERBERT, Blacabarn, Hatter 

Otf Rec, 18, Winckley st, Preston 

SKINNER & VENTON, Regent 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

STEPHENSON, ALFRED EXNesT, North Shields, Grocer 
15 at 11 Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, Newcasth 
ryne 

THOMAS, DAVID Bowkn, Gorseinon, Glam, Builder Ne 
at 11 Off Rec, Government bidgs, St Mary's 
Swansea 


Victualler 
Nov 


Nov 13 at 1! 


st, Dentists Nov 15 at 1 


Nov 
upon 


wis 
Bt, 


Brampton, Chesterfield, Boot 
The Angel Hotel, Chester 


Joun WILLIAM, 
Nov 15 at 12.30 


THORPE, 
Dealer 
field 

IILDESLEY, RoneRT WILLIAM, Thrybergh, or Rotherham 
Ch mist Nov 13 at 12.30 Off Rec, Figtree In, Shef 
fleld 

TocHATTI, ELIZABEL, Ravenscourt Park, 
15 at 11 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

WALLER, Henny, Maidstone, Fruit Farmer 
1.30 9, King st, Maidstone 


Chiswick Nov 


Nov 14 at 


| 


Nov | 
| WITHERS, ALFRED Ross, Jullunder, India 


Tuomas HANp, Lincoln, Upholsterer | 


WHITTINGHAM, 
Off Rec, 10, Bank st, Lincoln 


Nov 15 at 12 


| WILDERSPIN, E A, Stratford, Essex, Mechanical Engineer | 


Nov 30 at 11.39 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Nov 15 at 11.30 
Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Woop, A CoLpoys, Crowborough, Susex, Architect Nov 
14 at 12 Off Rec, 124, Mariborough pl, Brighton 

Youna, Gror@E, Minster, Thanet, Kent, Butcher 
13 at 10.30 Off Rec, 684, Castle st, Cant -rbury 

Zernont, C, Fenchurch st Nov 14 at 11.30 Bankrupcy 
bldgs, Carey st 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


BAINES, JOHN PARKINSON, Lancaster, Auctioneer Pres- 
ton Pet Oct 31 ‘Ord Oct 31 

BENSLY, FRANCIS, Colchester, Essex, Butcher 
Pet Oct 31 Ord Oct 31 

BEYNON, OWEN, EDWARD, Bwiche Farm, nr Llandebie, 
Carmarthenshire, Farmer Carmarthen Pet Oct 31 
Ord Oct 31 

DAFT. (:RORGE, Nottingham, Tailor 
30 Ord Oct 30 

DANIELS, JOSEPH JOHN, REGINALD WILFRED DANIELS, 
and FRANK H®RBERT SOHWARTE, Park st, Borough 
Market; HighCourt Pet Sept 19 Ord Nov 1 

DENNISS, GEORGE, sen, Market Rasen, Lincs, Greengrocer 
Lincoln Pet Oct 31 Ord Oct 31 

ELLioT, FREDERICK EDWARD, Blackheath, 
Greenwich Pet June 27 Ord Nov 1 

EVANS, JAMES Youna, Treorchy, Glam, Draper 
pridd Pet Oct 31 Ord Oct 31 

FARRAND, THOMAS HENRY, Mansfield, Notts, Confec- 
tioner Nottingham Pet Oct 30 Ord Oct 30 

GREEN, ELIZABETH, Walsall Walsall Pet Oct 4 
Oct 30 

GRIFFITHS, 
ington, Cheesemonger’s Assistant 
Nov 1 Ord Nov 1 

HARRIES, JOHN, Swansea, Grocer 
Ord Nov 2 

Hraatns, WILLIAM Henry, Cardiff, Organist 
Oct 30) Ord Oct 30 

Hitt, JoserH, Horsforth, Yorks, Boot Repairer 
Pet Novl Ord Novi 

HoLpER, GEORGE ARTHUR, Bury, Fish Dealer 
Pet Oct 31 Ord Oct 31 

HAMVERSTON, Jamus, Leeds, Painter 
Ord Oct 31 


Nov 


Co!chester 


Nottingham Pet Oct 
' 


Builder 


Ponty- 


Ord 


Stoke New- 
Pet 


WILLIAM POWELL, Brooke rd, 
High Court 


Swansea Pet Oct 16 
Cardiff? Pet 
Leeds 
Blackburn 


Leeds Pet Ord 31 


Hunter, GEORGE-HARRISSON, Ashford, Kent Tailor Canter | 


Ord Novi 
Tunbridge Wells 
i Novi 


bury Pet Novl 
Joryer, WILUIAM, 
Pet Novl Or 


Tunbridge Wells 


Leiter, HARRIS, Mansford st, Hack ey, Cabinet Maker 


Ord Nov 1 
Bolton 


High Court Pet Nov1 
LorTus MARTIN, Bolton, Clogger 
Ord Nov 1 
LOVEKIN, EMMANUEL, Stone, Staffs, Dentist Stafford 
Pet Novi Ord Novl 
oR, RoseRT Joyck, Southampton row, 
High Court Pet Aug19 Ord Oct 31 
Morris, FRANK WILLIAM, Minster, Kent, Drug Store 
Proprietor Canterbury Pet Nov 1 Ord Nov 1 
PENNY, ALBERT DENTON, Leeds, Victualler 
Leeds Pet Oct 30 Ord Oct 30 
PICKEN, JAMES ARTHUR, Edgware rd, Provision Merchant 
High Court Pet Sept 19 Ord Oct 31 
Porter, Henry, Leicester, House Agent 
Oct 16 Ord Novl 
PoUNDER, ARTHUR, 
Oct 31 Ord Oct 31 
PowRLL, Joun DowptIna, Epping, Essex Edmonton 
Oct 2 O.d Nov 2 
Henry DUNCAN, Colw:ll, Hereford, Schoolmaster 
Hereford Pet Sept 28 Ord Oct 31 
ScBoLZ, CHARLES LESLIE, Moorgate st 
May 7 Ord Oct 31 
TANNER, ARTHUR Jonny, East Coker, Somerset, Farmer 
Yeovil Pet Nov2 Ord Nov 2 


M Bl »omsbury 


Licensed 


Leicester Pet 


Nottingham Nottiaghwm Pet 


Pet 
Koss 


High Court Pet 





203rd Year of the Office. 


ee 


= 


ez 


jer SUN 


Insurances effected on the following risks :— 


FIRE OFFICE 


FOUNDED 1710, 


Heap Orrice: 


63, THREADNEEDLE ST., E.C, 


FIRE DAMAGE. 


RESULTANT LOSS OF RENT AND PROFITS. 


EMPLOYERS’ LIABILITY and | PERSONAL ACCIDENT, 
WORKMEN'S COMPENSATION, | SICKNESS and DISEASE 


x 

Pe — 
Orrice 
ee 


Cpeod trem Peley dated L79R 


including ACCIDENTS TO BURGLARY, 
DOMESTIC SERVANTS. 


PLATE GLASS. 


FIDELITY GUARANTEE. 


Law Courts Branch: 40, CHANCERY LANE, W.C. 
A, W. COUSINS, District Manager. 





Pet Nov 1 


| commencing 


| 27, Chancery-lane, 


WALLER, Henry, Hunton, Kent, Fruit Farmer Maidstone 
Pet Oct 7 Ord Oct 31 

WuitriIncHaM, THOMAS HAND, Lincoln, Upho!sterer 
Lincoln Pet Nov1 Ord Novl 

YORK, FRANK, Claverley, Salop, 
Pet Nov1 Ord Novl 

Amended Notice substituted for that published in the 

London Gazette of Nov 1: 


SAUNION, HENRI, Bartholomews close, Provision Merchant 
High Court Pet Aug 26 Pet Oct 28 


Farmer Shrewsbury 








PARTNERSHIPS WANTED AND VACANT, 
MM ESSES. ATHERTONS, Limited, of 63 


and 64, Chancery-lane, W.C., invite Solicitors in 
London or Provinces desirous of Disposing of their Prac- 
tices or Requiring Partners to enter into correspondence 
with them in strict confidence. Telephone: 2432 Holborn. 
Telegrams: Alacrious, London, 





So LICIVORS desirous of Purchasing 
\) Practices or Partnerships shoald state their require- 
ments in strict confidence to Messrs, Atugrtrons, Limited, 
63 and 64, Chancery-iane, W.C. Telephone : 2482 Holborn. 
Telegrams: Alacrious, London. 


OLICITORS requiring Managing Clerk- 
ships or positions in Solicitors’ Office should apply 





| to be i, ~ on the Registers at Messra, Atrnerrons, 
, 


Limited, 63 and 64, Chancery-lane, W.C 





mo SOLICITORS.—If you require to fill 

any Vacancy on sour Staff, admitted men or other- 
wise. apply Aruserons, Limited, 63 and 64, Chancery- 
lane, We. No fees. Telephone: 2482 Holborn. Tele- 
grems: Alacrious, London. 





To SOLICITORS and EXECUTORS.— 
J One interested in Old Books, Drama, &c. (16th-18th 
century), Fine Bindings, Prints, Sporting Scenes, 
Colour Prints, Autographs, [liuminated Manuscripts, 
will be sleseed to hear of any collections or fine single 
items which are to be dis of; no dealers,—Haxrotp 
Wank, “ Solicitors’ Journal,” 27, Chancery-lane, W.C. 








SOLICITOR (aged 25, M.A. Oxon) desires 

an appointment with good firm ; would interview, 
or write all iculars.—K. T., “ Solicitors’ Journal,” 
27, Chancery Lane, W.C, 


U NADMITTED CONVEYANCING 

CLERK.—Wanted, Unadmitted Head Clerk for 
good country practice; ordinary conveyancing with 
slight super vieion, probate work, trust accounts, incoms 
tax returns and repsyments, costs, &c., &c. ; age 30-35; 
salary £100 to £120, according to age and 
ability ; none without highest credentials and character 
need apply; aes” ** Solicitors’ Journal” Office, 


JAMES’, 8.W. — Sound Freehold 


pa 
s Investment, consisting of a rent of £120, secured by 








| modern premises, in heart of above important district, 
| and leased for over 40 years.—Fall particulars of Eu.is & 


Son, 45, Fenchurch-street, E.C. 





| TO BE SOLD, with possession, the Free- 


hold of the Swedish Lutheran Church and grounds, 
occupying an island site of about 23,000 square feet in 


| the centre of Princes-square, St. George's-in-the-East ; 


| 


available as @ public library, technical scho)l, recreation 


| ground for children, or any other philanthropic scheme 


The Oldest Insurance Office in the World | 


| 


| 


for the benefit of workers in the neighbourhood.—Apply 
to Messrs. Ricuarp Extis & Soy, Surveyors, 45, Fen- 
church-street. 


JREEHOLD and LEASEHOLD 
GROUND RENTS, well secured, Wanted for several 
fands of £14,000 to £1,000.—Particulars to J. Nicao.son 
& Sow, 1, Queen-street, Cheapside, E.C., Ground Rent 
Agents. Eacd. 1845. 


£ 10 (00 NOW available for a Mort- 
| 


on #reehold Property in London 
or Country.— Apply, Box 149, “ Solicitors’ Journal” 


Office, 27, Chancery Lane, W.C. 
£53 000 — Messrs. COLLINS & 
oe 7 e OOLLINS, Surveyors, 37, South 
Audiey-street, Grosvenor-square, London, W., have a 
Private Fund for this amount available for advance in 
one amount on a first-class Agricultural Estate; two- 
thirds of value will be advanced on an approved security 
at 4 per cent. per annum.—Send fullest particulars to 
Mesars. Cottins & Coiiims, who will treat all information 
in strict confidence. 


£6 50) offered by old-established business 
vo firm for Loan of £2,360; oe in ten 
yearly instalments of £300; banker's, solicitor’s, 
auditor’s, and trade references; face value of securities 
about £5,000. — Apply. Owner, care of “ Solicitors’ 
ournal” Office, 27, Ohancery-lane, W.U, 




















